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NATIONAL REVERSIONARY INVESTMENT 
CO. (LIMITED). 
INSTITUTED 1887. ; 
This Company Purchases Absolute and Contingent Reversions, Life 
Interests and Policies of Assurance on Lives, and makes Loans upon 
these Securities. Proposal Forms may be obtained at the Offices, 


No. 63, OLD BROAD STREET, E.C. 





“TH E OLDEST & WEAL THIEST EXIS8 TING MORTGAGE INSURANCE OFFICE, 
THE LAW GUARANTEE AND TRUST SOCIETY, 
LIMITED. 

SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL - £1,000,000. PAID-UP - £100,000. 
Fipetiry GUARANTEES OF ALL KINDS. ADMINISTRATION AND LUNACY 


Bonps. MorTGAGE, DEBENTURE, LICENSE, AND CONTINGENCY 
INSURANCE. TRUSTEESHIPS FOR DEBENTURE-HOLDERS, &C. 


HEAD OFFICE : 49, Chancery-lane, W.c. | CITY OFFICE: 56, Moorgate-street, E.C. 
IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS 


x In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of xX 
LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
LO88 OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSE. 

Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on application to 
THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 

24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C, ; 
Mortgages Guaranteed on Licensed Properties promptly, without 
special valuation and at low rates. 








ALLIANCE ASSURANCE COMPANY. 


Established 1824. Capital, £5,000,000 Sterling. 
Heap Orrice: BARTHOLOMEW LANE, LONDON, 
Chairman: RIGHT HON. LORD ROTHSCHILD. 
Lonpoy Brancues: 1, ST. JAMES’S ST., 8.W.; 63, CHANCERY LANE, W.C.; 
NORFOLK 8T., STRAND ; WIGMORE ST.; 3, MINCING LANE, E.C. 
Lire AnD Fire Insurances at Moperate Rares, 

Life Policies free from Restrictions, with Perfect Security and Liberal Bonuses, 
Special forms of Policies have been prepared to provide for payment of ESTATE DUTIES. 
LEASEHOLD AND SINKING FUND POLICIES. 

Full Prospectuses on application. ROBERT LEWIS, Chief Secretary. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 





ESTABLISHED 1836. 


FUNDS - - - - - £ 3,000,000 
INCOME =- - - - - £390,000 
YEARLY BUSINESS - - - 1,000,000 


BUSINESS IN FORCE - - £ 11,700,000 


THE PERFECTED SYSTEM of Life Assurance is peculiar te this Society 
and embraces every modern advantage. 


PERFECTED MAXIMUM POLICIES. 
Wrrnovur Prortts. 


The Rates for these Whole Life Policies are very moderate. 


| Age | Premium | Ago Premium | Age Premium 





20 | £178) 30 £116 %,[ 40 | £210%, | 


£1,000 POLICY WITH BONUSES 
According to last results, 


Valuation at 2} p.c.:—Hm, Table of Mortality. 


Duration 10 yrs. 20 yrs. 30 yra. 40 yrs. 


Amount of Policy £1,199 | £1,438 £1,724 £2,067 


Next Bonus as at 3let December, 1901. 


OFFICES: 10, FLEET STREET, LONDON. 
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*,* The Editor cannot undertake to return rejected contributions, aud 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Mr. Justice Cuannett will act as vacation judge during the 
Easter Vacation. 





THE REGISTRATION appeals heard before the Lord Chief Justice 
and GranTtuam and Wricut, JJ., on Saturday last involved 
questions arising out of a state of facts of frequent occurrence and 
occasioning considerable difficulty to revising barristers. They 
are what are commonly known as “ breadwinners’ cases ’’—that 
is, cases where the voter or claimant resides with his widowed 
mother in the qualifying premises and supports her and keeps 
up the home, but has not been recognized as being in the legal 
position of tenant. Gillo’s case and Matthews’s case were in most 
respects on all fours with each other; in both the mother’s 
name was On the rate-book and the expenses of the home were 
defrayed by the son out of his earnings. The material 
distinction between the two was that in Gil/o’s cese the mother 
was the freeholder while in Jatthews’s case the house was held 
upon a weekly tenancy entered into by the landlord and the 
deceased father of the voter: it appeared that the father’s 
name still remained upon the landlord’s renat-book, and 
though it was the opinion of the overseers that it was bya 
mere oversight that the son’s name had not been substituted, 
the evidence on this point was hardly conclusive as to the 
tenancy being in fact that of the son ; the rent, rates, and taxes, 
were, however, in fact paid by him. The court held, in the 
latter case, that there was some evidence before the revising 
barrister that the son was tenant, and this being so, they 
declined to disturb his finding in favour of retaining the son’s 
name on the register. But in Gillo’s case, where the mother’s 


.| ownership of the qualifying premises was proved, it was held 


that the barrister was not justified ia disallowing the objection 
made to the son’s claim to be registered. The question does not 
appear to have been previously determined in the Eoglish 
courts, but the decision of the Irish Court of Appeal ia 
McLaughlin y. Chambers (1896, 2 IT. R. 497), that the fact that the 
person claiming as occupier resided in the same house with his 
landlord did not disentitle the former to be registered, is some 
authority in favour of the decision in Matthews’ case: in the Trish 





case, however, the voter or claimant occupied a separate set of 
21 
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apartments in a tenement house a part of which was occupied 
by his landlord: Marruews’ claim was founded upon his alleged 
tenancy of the whole house. 





Tue pDirFicuLties which beset the interpretation of the Work- 
men’s Compensation Act, 1897, have been frequently adverted 
toin the Court of Appeal. The decision in Wood v. Walsh on 
Saturday Jast illustrates rather its capricious application. 
Amongst the specified employments to which it applies is 
‘“‘employment on, in, or about any building which exceeds 
thirty feet in height and is either being constructed or repaired 
by means of a scaffolding or being demolished.” The evidence 
in the case referred to shewed that the workman in respect of 
whose death the claim was made was killed by a fall froma 
ladder whilst engaged in work on the outside of a house. The 
house was of the requisite height. The work consisted in 
cleaning and painting, and it involved making good defects in 
the surface with putty or cement before the paint was applied. 
No scaffolding was used, unless a plank placed by one of the 
workmen (but not used by the deceased), and resting at one side 
upon arung of a ladder and at the other on a window-sill, could 
be called a scaffolding. The county court judge, on questions of 
law submitted to him by an arbitrator, held that the house 
was being repaired by means of a scaffolding, and awarded com- 
pensation accordingly. In construing the word “ repair ”’ so as to 
cover the operation above described, the county court judge can 
hardly be said to have stretched its natural meaning excessively ; 
but to hold that the repairs were being done ‘‘ by means of a 
scaffolding” seems to be utterly at variance with the facts. 
The Court of Appeal held that the decision was wrong on both | 
points. In their view the mere preparation for painting and | 
the painting itself could not be considered to be repairs ; and | 
even if they had held ctherwise, the absence of anything that | 
could reasonably be treated as a scaffolding was fatal to the | 
claimant’s case. The decision no doubt affects a large class of | 
workmen and a large number of accidents, and there certainly 
ecems to be little distinction in principle between a mishap 
caused by a fall from a ladder planted against a house, and a 
similar mishap caused by a fall from a scaffolding next door. 
But the principle underlying the definitions in the Act is far to 
seek: the judges can only construe the words as they find 
them, and if there is ground for complaint as to the arbitrary 
distinctions with which the Act abounds, the blame lies at the 
door of the Legislature. 





by order for directions. Tho master can, of course, easily put 
matters straight between the parties, because ord. 30, r. 8, gives 
him power to give directions on the application to dismiss. He 
can therefore order defence to be delivered ina week, and extend 
the plaintiff’s time for summons for directions until four days 
after time for defence. This will restore to the plaintiff 
his right to enter judgment in default of defence if 
none delivered. In the meantime the defendant has gained 
at least a fortnight’s time, and possibly gets his costs of the 
summons to dismiss, or at the worst gets them made costs in the 
cause, for he has played the game in strict accordance with the 
rules. We have no desire to spoil sport, but we may, perhaps, 
be pardoned for giving a plaintiff so placed a point by way of 
suggestion. Whena defendant writes to the plaintiff, under 
ord. 64, r. 8, for extension of time for defence, the plaintiff 
would do well to make his consent to such extension contingent 
on the defendant’s consent to a similar extension by one week of 
the time for issuing a summons for directions. If that were 
done this little game of tactics could not be played. 





Tne peciston of the House of Lords in Laceby v. Lacon § Co. 
is one of very great importance to brewers and other owners of 
public-houses, and is calculated to do them very serious injury. 
Stated shortly, the facts were as follows: The appellant was the 
tenant of the respondents, under a lease shortly to expire, of a 
house called the ‘‘ Five Alls,” in respect of which he had an 
off-licence. He was also the owner of a house next door. At 
the general annual licensing meeting for the Wandsworth 
Division in 1897, he applied for, and obtained, a renewal of the 
licence he held. He then applied for a new licence in respect 
of the house next door. This the justices consented to 
grant on condition he would give up his licence for the 
‘‘Five Alls.” He accepted the condition, gave up the licence, 
and took the new licence in respect of his own house. Now, itis 
provided by section 50 of the Licensing Act, 1872, that before 
an order can be made authorizing a licence to be removed from 
one house to another, a copy of the notice of the intended 
application must have been served upon the owner of the house 


from which the licence is to be removed. There is, however, no 


law to prevent a licence-holder from surrendering his licence, 
and the discretion of justices in granting or refusing new 
licences is absolute. The owners of the ‘ Five Alls” had had 
no notice of the intended applications, and very naturally 
objected to their house being deprived of its Jicence in this way. 


| Accordingly, they applied for, and obtained, a certiorari quashing 


| the order made by the justices. The decision of the Queen’s Bench 


A LiITLe game of tactics is frequently played with the two 
time-fixtures ia ord. 21, r. 6, and ord. 30, r. 8, of the Rules of 
the Supreme Court. The first rule provides that a defendant | 
who has received a statement of claim shall deliver his defence 
within ten days from the time limited for appearance. If he 
fails to do this a plaintiif, suing by specially indorsed writ for a 
liquidated demand may enter judgment in default (ord. 27, r. 2, 
and ord. 20,r. 1 (4) Now, ord. 30, r. 8, provides that if a 
plaintiff does not within fourteen days after appearance issue 
either a summors under order 14, or a summons for 
directions, the defendart may apply to dismiss the action. 
In such a care, therefore, the defendant becomes liable to judg- 
ment on the eleventh day after appearance if he neither delivers 
a defence nor obtains extension of time. It is obvious, too, 
that if he obtains extension of time for a week, the plaintiff's 
time for iseuing 4 summons for directions will expire while the | 
defendant's tine for defence is running, and the plaintiff will | 
ficd himeelf in a tight corner supposing he cannot swear that 
the defendant has no defence and therefore cannot apply under 
order 14. If om the fourteenth day after appearance he issues 
his summore for directions, he deprives himself of his right 
to sign judgment in default of defence. If he docs not issue his 
sum IBODE for directions, the defendant issues a summons to 
Ciemiss the action under ord. 20, r.%. On the hearing of the 


summons to dismiss, the plaintiff cays that he gave the extension | 


A time without any intention of relinquishing his right to take 


- 


a in Gecfault after ite expiration. The defendant says 


obtained the extension for the express purpose of stopping | 


judgment in default and in order to have action dealt with 


was upheld unanimously by the Court of Appeal, and is reported 
under the name of Zhe Queen v. Thornton (1898, 1 Q. B. 334). 
The Lords Justices held that where a person who holds one 
licence applies for a licence for other premises with the intention 
of abandoning the old premises and transferring his business 
to the new, that is a case of removal of a licence within 
section 50, and therefore it can only be carried out if notice of 
the intention to make the application has been given to the 
owner of the house from which the licence is to be removed. They 
also refused to consider the form merely of the order, and looked 
only to the substance. In substance, they agreed, the licence was 
removed by the order from the “ Five Alls” to the house next 
door. This decision bears the stamp of common sense, and is only 
common justice. As far as the parties interested are concerned, 


| there is, in effect, no kind of difference between removing 4 


licence from one house to another and granting a new licence on 
condition that an existing one is surrendered. The House of 
Lords, however, takes another view, and has now overruled the 
decisions of the Queen’s Bench Division and tho Oourt of 
Appeal. The Lord Chancellor said that this was not a removal 
order, and that the Legislature never moaht to fetter the dis- 
cretion of the justices in granting new licences by allowing avy 
weight to the veto of the owner of other premises. Itis vory hard 
to reconcile this judgment with any og of justice, The 
respondents had purchased the “Five Alls” as a licensed 
house for over £10,000, but without the licence the house was 
worth very little, probably only a fow hundreds, The other 
house unlicensed was worth very little, but with a licence 14 
probably worth as much as was given for tho  Fivo Alle.” 5) 
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that the justices by a stroke of the pen gave the appellant a 
present of a handsome sum of money out of the pockets of the 
respondents, and the House of Lords has approved of the tran- 
saction. Five judges of the Supreme Court were unanimous in 
preferring the substance to the form. Four judges of the 
House of Lords have corrected them, and the only explanation 
is that their lordships prefer the form to the substance. 





Ir woutp be manifestly improper to give any opinion as to 
the truth or falseness of the allegations contained in the 
statement of claim in the pending action of Burrows v. Rhodes 
and Jameson. The point has, however, been argued before the 
Queen’s Bench Division whether or not the statement of claim 
disclosed any cause of action by the plaintiff against the 
defendants. For the purposes of the demurrer, therefore, it 
must be assumed, as set out in the claim, that the plaintiff 
was induced to serve as a trooper in the ‘‘ Jameson Raid” 
by false representations made to him by the two defendants 
that the expedition was sanctioned by the Government, that 
the intended operatious were lawful, and that women and 
children at Johannesburg were in danger of massacre; also 
that he believed these representations and consequently entered 
the service of the defendants and was seriously injured and 
maimed. ~The defendants argued that, as the expedition was 
unlawful under the Foreign Enlistment Act, 1870, and as it is 
provided that every person employed in any capacity in such an 
expedition is guilty of an offence against the statute, mens rea 
need not be proved, and the plaintiff was debarred by his own 
criminality from obtaining any remedy against his fellow criminals. 
In fact it was argued that the case is merely an example of the 
well-known rulejestablished by Merryweather vy, Nixon (2 Sm. L. C. 
569), that there is no contribution between joint tort-feasors. 
In commenting upon this case, however, in Adamson v. Jervis (4 
Bing. 72), Brest, O.J., said that “the rule is confined to cases 
where the person seeking redress must be presumed to have 
known that he was doing an unlawful act.’”’ There are some 
cases in which, on grounds of public policy, a person is, 
responsible criminally for his acts even though the mens rea is 
absent. It may be that anyone serving, in even the humblest 
capacity, in an expedition like that led by Dr. Jameson is in 
that position, But even if he is, (it is submitted) he is only 
estopped from proving the absence of a guilty mind in 
proceedings under the Act; in any other proceedings he is 
entitled to rely upon his innocencs. No doubt everyone who 
joins in an act which is wrong in itself is presumed to bo guilty, 
but if the act is wrong only because it is forbidden, the 
presumption is much less strong. The plaintiff was, according 


to the statement of claim, under officers bearing Her Majesty’s | P 


commission, and he was led to believe that he was fighting law- 
fully for bis country. If he might reasonably have believed the 
representations made to him, he can hardly be presumed to 
have a guilty mind because he joins in an act of war against 
a foreign State under such circumstances. The act of 
war was not a crime in itself, though it was forbidden by 
statute. Under such circumstances it is unreasonable to 
presume that a private soldier must know that he is doing an 
unlawful act, If, therefore, he can shew that he was acting 
innocently, under the bond fide belief that he was doing a 
perfectly lawful act, he has his remedy against those by whose 
deception he was led into a position of great danger and 
suffered great damage. This was the result come to by the 


tion or for foreclosure.’ The limitation of the amount 
of interest depends, however, upon section 42 of the Real 
Property Limitation Act, 1833, and under the terms of 
that section the limitation applies only when the mortgagee is 
seeking to recover the interest: ‘‘No arrears of interest in 
respect of any sum of money charged upon any land . . . 
shall be recovered by any distress, action, or suit but within six 
years, &c.” But in a redemption suit a mortgagee is not seeking 
to recover anything. He simply resists the right of the mort- 
gagor to redeem except on payment of all that is due to him; 
and since section 42 only bars the remedy, without extinguishing 
the debt, the amount due includes all the arrears of interest. 
It is the same where the mortgagee has sold the pro- 
perty and claims to retain the sum due to him out of the 
proceeds of sale, and this case was decided in the mortgagee’s 
favour by Kinperstey, V.C., in Edmunds v. Waugh (L. R. 
1 Eq. 418), and also by Kay, J., in Re Marshfield 
(34 Ch. D.721). These cases may be taken to have overruled 
the earlier case of Mason v. Broadbent (33 Beay. 296), where 
Romitty, M.R., held that a mortgagee could only have six years’ 
arrears although the proceedings were brought by the mort- 
gagor, and in principle they are in conflict with the opinion of 
Wieram, V.C., quoted above. Although, therefore, they only 
settled that where the mortgagee has in his hands the proceeds 
of the mortgaged property he can retain thereout the whole sum 
which is due to him, including all arrears of interests, yet the 
same rule has now been applied by Brave, J., in Dingle v. Coppen 
(47 W. R. 279) to the ordinary cass of a redemption action. 
Whether, therefore, a mortgagee has realized the mortgaged 
property under his power of sale, or whether he is defending a 
redemption action, section 42 of the Act of 1842 offers no bar to 
his obtaining payment in full of his arrears of interest. 





In THE case of Re Piercy, Whitwham v. Piercy, the Court of 
Appeal have reversed the decision by which Norru, J. (42 
Soricrrors’ JournaL, 716) restrained a person claiming under 
Italian law to be entitled to land in Italy from disputing ia au 
Italian court the correctness of a judgment given by Norrn, J., 
on Italian law. On the face of things it is not easy t> under- 
stand how such a restraint could ever have been imposed. Of 
course it frequently becomes necessary for English tribunals to 
decide questions of foreign law, and they have to do so as best 
they can upon such evidence of the foreign law as is given by 
experts. But where the claim relates to land situate abroad, 
the execution of the judgment can only be effected by the 
instrumentality of the io gn court, and it is natural that any 
erson interested, who disbelieves in the accuracy cf the 
judgment, should wish to contest it in the foreign court. In the 
present instance, a will purported to direct real estate in Italy 
to be sold. It was contended that some of the provisions of the 
will were contrary to Italian law, and that there was an 
intestacy. Noxrn, J., overruled this contention, and ordered a 
sale. The persons interested in carrying this order into effect 
sought to have it registered in Italy. R. C. Preacy, who was 
entitled to the land in the event of an intestacy, opposed the 
registration, and the Italian court refused to register. The 
object of the present proceedings was originally to compel 
R. C. Prency to withdraw his opposition, and to concur in 
obtaining a reversal of the Italian judgment. But the Italian 
judgment had already been set aside in R. C. Prsncy’s absence 





Queen’s Bench Division in the recent case. 


Ir As hitherto been a moot point whether a mortgagor who 
is seeking to redeem the mortgaged property, many years’ 
interest being in arrear, is ontitled to do so upon payment of 
six years’ arrears only, or whether the mortgagee can hold the 
property as security for the full arrears of interest. Worn, 
V.C,, both in Du Vigier v. Lee (2 Hare 326) and Sober v. 
Kemp (6 Hare 155), was of opinion that only six years’ 
interest could be claimed. ‘It has always appeared to me,” 


and a new trial ordered, and his present application in the 
Court of Appeal was for permission to defend at the new trial. 
Upon the ground that R. C. Prercy’s rights were at stake, and 
that the proper tribunal to determine them was the Italian court, 
this permission has now been given. In effect, therefore, any 
judgment given in England on foreiga law which has to be 
registered abroad is subject to appeal to the foreign court; an 
appeal, that is, from a court which can only guess at the law to 
a court which knows it, which seems reasonable enough. 














he said, ‘that the terms on which a mortgagor or those 
claimin 


The death is announced of Mr. Philip Dyke, for some years clerk to 


under him aro entitled to redeem must be the! sir Francis Jeune, and before that clerk to the late Sir James PitsJames 


same, whether they are to be ascertained in a suit for redemp- | stephen, 
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THE SYSTEM FOR MAKING RULES OF THE 
SUPREME COURT. 


TIIl.—Some Necrecrep RequrREMENTS OF THE PUBLIC. 


REFERRING first to our previous article (ante, p. 326), we have to 
thank Mr. Guaisyer, the District Registrar at Birmingham, for 
his letter, which will be found in another column, pointing out 
that where money is paid on account before issue of a summons 
under order 14 there is no necessity for a plaintiff to amend by 
reducing the amount of his claim. We find that our cor- 
respondent is right, and that the practice as laid down in the 
Irish case he mentions prevails also in London. Our remarks, 
however, describing the deadlock caused by the conflict between 
order 30 and order 28, are not affected by the fact that the 
example we selected of reduction of claim by payment since 
action was not well chosen. Amendment, itis true, is not in that 
case requisite. But the fact remains that whenever from any 
cause a plaintiff requires to amend his writ after appearance and 
before proceeding under order 14 by reducing his claim, the 
deadlock we have pictured is created precisely in the way 
described, and the plaintiff must begin ¢¢ nove if he wishes to 
preceed under order 14, solely because order 30 suspends the 
operation of ord. 28, r. 2, between the entry of appearance and 
the issue of a summons for directions. 

It is not our intention to put forward a plea for the application 
of new principles and the adoption of new methods of pro- 
cedure. The principles on which our legal procedure is based 
are the result of centuries of gradual growth and development, 
and we are far from desiring to see them changed for new ones. 
But we do plead strongly for better machinery for their 
development to keep pace with the growing requirements of 
an increasing population, which is becoming more and more 
intolerant of delay in all its business concerns. The purpose 
underlying recent changes in procedure has been to cheapen the 
cost of legal proceedings. We say nothing against that 


It frequently happens that there is difficulty in obtaining their 
proper names, and after all but one or two have been served, the 
plaintiff finds it necessary to amend the name of one of them or 
to strike one out. It would clearly be just and expedient that 
the master should have power to alter the title of the writ with 
respect to any defendant not served, without putting the plaintiff 
to the necessity of issuing a summons and serving it on all the 
other defendants. At present he has no power to do so, and all 
the useless trouble and expense of a summons and a number of 
services has to be incurred in order to obtain leave to amend 
the writ. 

Again, trouble and delay constantly occur where defendants 
are added under ord. 16, r. 11, and ord. 17, r. 4.. Orders to 
add parties under these rules may be obtained ex parte, unless 
the master directs a summons to issue. In the Chancery 
Division they are generally obtained on petition of course. 
But ord. 16, r. 13, provides that where a defendant is added, 
the plaintiff shall amend the writ and serve it on the new 
defendant. In order to amend his writ the plaintiff must issue 
a summons to amend. It is a purely technical formality, and a 
trifling alteration in the rules would give every order to add a 
defendant the force of an order to amend, and the delay and 
expense of obtaining the additional order to amend would be 
saved. No possible harm to anyone could result from this 
change, because not only must the added defendant be served 
with the amended writ, but also every other defendant. 

A new rule is much needed dealing with amendment of the 
writ or originating summons, and we fail to see what objection 
there could be to give the ‘‘ court or a judge” power to order 
amendment of the writ on an ex parte application at any stage 
of the proceedings, unless he directed a summons to issue. 
Every defendant must be served with the amended writ, there- 
fore nothing could be done onit without his knowledge. At 
any rate there ought to be free power to amend ex parte after 
service and before appearancs. 

A Development of Order 14.—Procedure under order 14 isin 





purpose, but it is obvious that the most effective way to 
accomplish it, and at the same time to expedite the course of 
procedure, is to remove from the code of rules regulating 
procedure all the hindrances and causes of friction which it 
contains, and which cause needless waste of time and money. 
In dealing, therefore, with some of such defects in the existing 
code of rules we do so in the hope that when that code comes to 
be revised the necessity for improving it at the same time in the 
directions indicated may not be overlooked. 


Amendment of Proceedings.—The rules and practice of the court 
as to amendment of a writ of summons are in an unsatisfactory | 


state, and much avoidable delay is the natural consequence. 
Order 28, which deals with amendment generally, makes no 
reference to amendment of the writ either before or after 
service. It deals with amendment of pleadings and contains a 


general expression of the inherent power of the court to amend | 


aby of its proceedings at any stage, but it is silent as to the 


requirements necessary to obtain leave to amend a writ of | 


summons, or originating summons. The rule of practice with 


regard to amerdment of a writ is that before it has been served | 
on any of the defendants leave may be obtained as a matter of | 
course and +z porte, But when once any defendant has been | 


served, leave can only be obtained on summons, however trivial 
the amendment may be. We have already dealt with the 
disturbing cffect of order 30 on amendment under ord. 28, r. 2, 
and need not, therefore, touch on that point again. Inde- 


pendently of thet difficulty, however, there is a great need of an | 


alteration of order 26 in the direction of placing more power in 
the hands of the masters to order amendment on ¢z parte 


| admirable working order, and in suggesting a slight extension 
| of it we are fully alive to the necessity of avoiding the slightest 
| risk of impairing the benefits it confers on litigants. There is, 
| however, one direction in which it might be altered with ad- 
| vantage without incurring any such risk. In order to obtain 
| the benefits of order 14 the writ must be specially indorsed 
within ord. 3, r. 6, and the terms of that rule forbid the inclusion 
of any claim except a liquidated demand ‘or recovery of land, 
with or without mesne profits, by a landlord against a tenant 
whose term has expired or been duly determined by notice to quit. 
Ifa plaintiff has a claim against a defendant which consists 
partly of a liquidated demand, and partly of an unliquidated 
demand for detention of goods or damages or an account, he 
cannot proceed under order 14 for his liquidated demand unless 
he brings two separate actions, one for his liquidated claim only 
and one for the other part of his claim. There does not appear 
| to be any valid reason why a plaintiff so situated should not be 
entitled to bring one action for the whole of his claim against 
| the defendant and specially indorse his writ as to the liquidated 
portion of his claim, adding on the same writ a separate claim 
for the remainder, without thereby losing the advantage of 
summary procedure under order 14 as to the specially indorsed 
part of his claim. Procedure under Order 14 would not be 
thereby disturbed, and the cost of a second action would in 
many cases be avoided. When such a case came before the 
master under order 14 he would either give judgment for the 
liquidated claim, with costs in any event, which means that they 
would be reserved to the credit of the plaintiff on the general 
| taxation at the conclusion of the action, or he would give leave 





application. We will give some instances where the absence of | 0 defend as to the liquidated claim, in which caso the whole 
power to grant leave -z parte to amend the writ after | setion would proceed to trial under the direction of the master. 
service presses very hardly om plaintiffs and pute them| Signing Judgment on Award under Submisston.—Prior to the 
to serious and unnecessary expense. In an action for | Arbitration Act, 1889, the successful party to an arbitration was 
recovery of land a final judgment for possession can only | entitled to make the submission a rule of court, and having 
be obtained after every defendant sued has made default done #0 he could proceed without any order to enter judgment 
aA appearance, or been otherwise made liable to judgment. It | in accordance with the award. By section 12 of the Arbitration 
is 2 wmmon feature of this kind of action that it has to be | Act, 1889, an award under submission may by leave be enforced 
brought againet all the tenants, and sometimes there may be a | a8 @ judgment or order to tho same effect. ‘There is no doubt 
doen «1 twenty occupiers of small tenements, all of whom must | that this section was intended to preserve to a successful party 
be brought to judgment before final poesession can be obtained, | to an arbitration out of court the full benefits of the older 
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practice, without putting him to the necessity of entering judg- 
ment. The rules under the Arbitration Act, which were issued 
in December, 1889, and are now embodied in the Rules of the 
Supreme Court, 1883, were unfortunately silent as to how an 
award under submission was to be enforced. The consequence 
is that a successful party to such an award has been inadvertently 
deprived of the right he hitherto possessed to enter a judgment 
on his award. He can issue execution on his award, but the 
award cannot be turned into ajudgment. The successful party, 
therefore, cannot extend its operation to Scotland or Ireland 
under the Judgments Extension Act; nor can he sue upon it in 
forcign or colonial courts as upon a judgment. Prior to 1889 
he could do all of these things, and inasmuch as this right was 
taken away without intention, it ought to be restored. 

Service of Originating Summons and other Proceedings Out of the 
Jurisdiction —On the 28th of November, 1893, the Rule Committee 
issued a batch of rules allowing service out of the jurisdiction of 
originating summonses and certain other proceedings subject 
to the provisions regulating service of writs of summons. These 





delayed a month at least, and then it transpires that but for 
the fraudulent and fictitious defence of the defendant, the 
plaintiff would have obtained judgment in the High Court for 
the whole claim. It isa confession of weakness on the part of 
the High Court to send these portions of its actions to the 
county court, and it causes delay and increases costs for no geod 
purpose whatever. 

The Re-issue of Subpoonas——An unnecessary hardship is 
inflicted on parties to actions which go to trial. A rule of 
practice exists which limits the duration of a subpena to the 
‘‘ sittings or assize for which it is issued.” The effect of this is 
that when a case is due to come on towards the end of one 
sittings, and all the subpwnas are issued and served, and the case 
cannot be heard in that sittings, all the subpenas have to be 
| issued and served again. This regularly happens every sittings, 
|and the regulation operates with great hardship in a consider- 
able number of actions. 

The hardship does not even end there, for when a case comes 
'on in court and all the witnesses have been brought there on 





rules came into force on the Ist of January, 1894, and remained | subpoena, and the action is referred to an official or special 


in force for ten days. 
objections from Scotland to service in that country of any process 
other than a ‘writ of summons had prevailed in high political 
quarters. A meeting of the Rule Committee was summoned, 
and the rules of November, 1893, as to service cut of the juris- 
diction of originating summonses and other proceedings were 
hastily repealed. Since that curious and striking occurrence we | 
have been able to demonstrate (see vol. 41, pp. 123, 183, 218, 
268) that the objection, raised presumably by Scotch members of 
Parliament, was one which ought never to have been entertained, 
because the Scottish courts had long been accustomed to freely 
permit summonses issued in Scotland to be served on English 
parties in England, and moreover had never raised any objection 
to the service in Scotland of originating summonses issued in 
Ireland under rules of the Irish Supreme Court which had been 
in force for years and were precisely similar to those which our 
Rule Committee allowed themselves to be persuaded into hastily 
repealing. This convenience actually granted to English 
litigants and unwarrantably withdrawn ought to be restored. 


It then became apparent that certain | 


referee, it seems an unnecessary tax upon the parties to have 
to issue fresh subpoenas before the referee. 


It is highly desirable that a subpena should stand good for 
the action, no matter when it comes on, and no matter how or 
where it is finally disposed of by the court. 

Space will not permit of our stating in detail other desirable 
improvements which might be made in the rules. We will 
merely mention shortly a few of them. 

There is no reason why the rule sllowing a writ of summons 
to be renewed should not apply also to an originating 
summons. 

There is no reason why the rule allowing the issue of a con- 
current writ of summons should be limited toa year. It would 
be an improvement to allow a concurrent writ to issue at any 
time during the life of the original writ either before or after 
renewal. The rule as toa concurrent writ might be usefully 
applied to an originating summons. 

The rule requiring assessment of the value of a chattel 





Rules as to Service and Delivery —These rules ought to be all | 
brought together in one place in the code, and moreover, they | 
require thorough revision. They are at present dealt with in | 
orders 9, 10, 19, 48a, and 67 and are defective and confusing. | 
The terms “delivery” and “service” are frequently used to | 
denote the same thing, and it would greatly simplify matters if 
the several kinds of service provided for were particularized | 
by distinct phrases which would clearly indicate what is intended | 
to be conveyed. The different kinds of service are: (1) Personal | 
service, (2) substituted service, (3) service at the address for | 
service, (4) service by_filing in default. The rules as they stand | 
are defective, as they do not define personal service; nor state | 
what documents require personal service (¢.g., there is no rule | 
which requires personal service of an originating summons). 

Then as to the evidence required in proof of service, On a 
recent occasion (an/e, p. 186) we dealt at some length on the | 
impossibility of obtaining aflidavits in proof of service in foreign 
countries where oaths have been by law abolished. This | 
matter ought to be properly dealt with in our code of rules, in | 
some such manner as we have there suggested. 

Remission to the County Court of the Residue of an Action.—The 
system under which the residuo of an action is remitted to the 
county court is a serious blot on the procedure of the High Court. | 
Tt is a constant cause of injustice to plaintiffs and opens the door to | 
frauds on the court against which it ought to protect itself 
What happens is this: A plaintiff obtains judgment under 
order 14 for part of his claim, leave to defend being given as to | 
the residue upon an aflidavit by the defendant setting up some 
plausible, but possibly fictitious, ground of defence. The 
defendant demands remission to the county court. If the 
residue of the action, which is often for a trifling sum, could be 
tried before the master instead ef being remitted to the county | 
court the fictitious defenco would nover be set up. The 
defendant’s motive in demanding remission is to keep the plaintifi 
from getting the residue of the debt, and any costs at all for a | 
month or six woeks. In tho majority of cases the defendant | 
does not appear in the county court at all, The plaintiff is | 





recovered by a judgment in definwe before a writ of delivery is 


| issued causes useless delay and expense where the plaintiff 


seeks only to recover the chattel and not its assessed value. If 
a plaintiff suing on a hiring agreement desires to recover 
possession of a piano, for example, he obtains judgment fer 
return of the chattel, and desires only a writ of delivery to get 
the piano. Although there is a statutory form of writ of 
delivery without leaving the defendant the option of retaining 
the chattel by paying its assessed value, the rules actually 
perpetrate the absurdity of requiring an order for issue of that 
writ to be preceded by assessment of the value of the chattel. 
Such useless hindrances are thrown in the way of execution by 
writ of delivery that that most valuable process has been nearly 
smothered out of existence by red-tape. 

An order made by the House of Lords on final appeal is, 
by some extraordinary oversight, incapable of being enforced in 
the High Court. Such an order ought to be registered as of 
course in the High Court, and thereupon be enforceable by 
process of execution. 

We do not pretend to have given all the improvements 


| required in the working code of Rales of the Supreme Court, 


but we claim to have shewn in the above remarks that our 
existing code has not been kept up to date with the legitimate 
requirements of the public. The reason, no doubt, is that the 
Rule Committee are so completely out of touch with the 


| practical work of procedure that they remaia in ignorance of 


what the requirements of the — are. It is not their fault, 
It is the fault of the system under which they work. 








At the Clerkenwell County Court, on Thursday, before his Honour 
Judge Edge, says the Pul! Mel? Gertie, an action was heard in whiek 
documentary evidence played a leadmg part. His honour « a for a 
document, The solicitor: I have not got it here, but [ can prove it by a 
witness. His Honour: Oh no, no; I cannot allow that, [ may say that 


| | am losing the little faith L did have in the word of min agd women, 
Let me have documents, and then I haven't got to say whe ig telllag aa 
untruth, 
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CORRESPONDENCE, 
SUMMONS UNDER ORDER 14. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—Has not the writer of the second article on the System of 
tule Making (p. 27) rather overstated his case in saying ‘‘ that the 
defendant having paid part of the debt since action brought, plaintiff 
must amend bis claim on the writ before issuing bis summons under 
order 14” ¥ 
At all events in this registry we have long accepted as sufficient an 
affidavit which verifies the cause of action and the amount claimed on 
the writ aud gives credit for payment made after action brought. 
Tie statement of the writer of your article, however, made me 
re-real ord. 14, r. 1, when I was confirmed in my view that our 
wactice was correct, and rejoiced to findit supported by the authority 
of the White Bo>k, and the case there quoted of Scott v. McMullen 
(14 Irish Times 26). Henry GLaisyer, District Registrar. 
District Regisiry, High Court of Justice, 
Birmingham, March 21. 
[3 observations in Leader.—En. S,/.] 


ADjUDICATIONS FOR STAMP DUTY. 
[To the Editor 


Sir,—I am very glad to read your remarks as to the Commissioners 


of Inland Revenue in last week's paper. 


of the Solicitor” Journal. | 


d> not keow whether you are aware of the fact, but in | 


aAjudicating documents for stamp duty the commissioners are in the 

lit of Leimg guided by the light of subsequent events (see the 
(nett of The West L ndon ynlicale v. 
STievenue (42 8. J. 133) and Chesterfield Brewery Uo. v. Commissioners of 
Sunland Kevenue (ante, p. 125), both reported in your paper). I was 
the solicitor for the West London Sy ndicate in the former " CaKe, and 
should like to have carried it to the House of Lords, which seems 
to be the only tribunal now capable of taking « fair view of questions 
Letween the Crown and the subject. 

Is gest that 4 society should be formed to contest these 
unje ifisble claims of the Inland Revenue. 

Autucn BE, Guivvrrne, 
b, Bedford-r IW, Holb Wh, Lon lon, March 22. py: 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 


House of Lords. 
LACEBY v. LACON & CO. (LIM.). 20ih March. 
Licenstnc Law—Licence—Orper ror New Licence on Conpririon— 
Removat—Licensine Act, 1872 (35 & 36 Vict. c. 94), s. 50. 

This was an appeal from an order of the Court of Appeal (A. L. Smith, 
Chitty, and Collins, L.JJ.), reported sub. nom. Reg. v. Thornton and Another 
(46 W. R. 241; 1898, 1 Q. B. 334), affirming a judgment of the Divisional 
Court (Cave and Ridley, JJ.) granting a writ of certiorari to bring up and 
quash an order made by licensing justices. In March, 1897, G. C. Laceby 
was the holder of a licence in respect of the ‘‘ Five Alls” public-house at 
Batterzea for the sale of beer, wine, and spirits to be consumed off the 
premises, and he was also the holder of a similar licence in respect of the 
cellar of the adjoining premises, No. 2, Abercrombie-street. It appeared 
that in 1890 the then holder of the licence for the ‘‘ Five Alls,’’ fiuding his 
premises insufficient, arranged to take the cellar of No. 2, Abercrombie- 
street, and obtained a separate licence in respect thereof, and since that 
time the two licences had been renewed from year to year. Before the 
general annual licensing meeting for the Wandsworth Division, which was 
held on the 5th of March, 1897, Laceby gave notice of his intention to 
apply for renewals of the two licences, and also gave notice of his intention 
to apply for a licence for the whole of the house, No. 2, Abercrombie-street. 
The justices having granted the application for renewals of the old licences 
the applicant proceeded to make his application for the new licence, which 
was adjourned. At an adjourned meeting the justices asked the applicant 
whether he would give up his licence for the ‘‘ Five Alls’’ if they granted 
him the new licence. He agreed, and thereupon the justices made an 
order granting him a licence for the sale of beer, wine, and spirits, to be 
consumed off the premises, in respect of No. 2, Abercrombie-street, subject 
to the condition of bis giving up the licence which he held in respect of 
the ‘ Five Alls.””, The Court of Appeal held that there was no jurisdic- 
tion to make this order. The applicant appealed. 

Tue Hovsr (Earl of Harssury, L.C., Lords Warson, Macnacuren, and 
Morrts) allowed the appeal. 

Earl of Hatsnury, L.C., said : In the court below two of the judge-, I 
think, were of opinion that this was really doing by an indirect way what 
the Legislature forbade. The Legislature had provided in cases of 
removal for the iaterest of the landlord by making the landlord’s assent 
a condition of permitting removal. But upon careful examination of the 
statute I have come to the conclusion that section 50, whatever may have 
been its original design, provided no machinery which could effectually 
prevent the grant of a new licence. The Legislature never contemplated 
that such a bar should be placed on the jurisdiction and discretion of 
magistrates as would be implied if the mere refusal of the owner could 
prevent the exercise of such discretion. I could understand that when 
there was a current licence the Legislature would prevent the sacrifice by 
the tenant of the landlord’s interest. But this was not a removal order, 
and if in such a case a3 this the Legislature intended that the landlord 
should be represented, it should have so enacted. But all that the Act of 
1872 or the other Acts had done was to grant an absolute unfettered dis- 
cretion to tte magistrates, and it would be a singular result of such legisla- 
tion if upon the grant of a new licence, though the magistrates had an 
unlimited discretion, the mere veto of the owner of the originally license | 
premises should be a bar t» the grant to the tenant of a licence in respect of 
other prem‘ses. In the present case the justices hai done nothing which 
they were not at liberty to do. It had been ingeniously pointed out by 
counsel for the respondents that the result was the same as if this had been 
aremoval order. But, in fact, this was nota removal order; the magis- 
trates were not asked for an order of removal, and they did not for a 
moment suppose they were making such an order; and all they did was 
within their jurisdiction. In such a case the form was part of the sub- 
stance ; and it was of no avail to urge that the result was the same as il 
there had been a removal order. They were within the iron framework of 
the etatute. The question of certiorari therefore did not arise ; whether or 
not that was the proper remedy in such cases as this I express no opinion. 
But for certiorari there must have been an error in the proceedings; but 
here there was no error. 





ae, INA BBLONETA of Inland { 


} Court made under section 10 of the Finance Act, 1594, for the determinu- 


Lord Warson said in this cage the only question was whether an order 
| to remove a licence from one set of premises to another had been pro- 
nounced. Such an ord<«r was never contemplated by the parties. It wa 
not enough that the action of the justices would be attended with the same 
results as if a removal order had been made. 

Lords Macnacurun and Moxunis concurred, and the decision of the Court 
| of Appeal was consequently reversed, with costs here and below.--Cown-rx, 
Bosanquet, Q.C., and J. C. Earle; Lawson Walton, Q.0., Foote, Q.0., and 
| Travers Ilumphreys. Sorrows, W. Young § Son; W. Taylor. 
| Reported by C. H. Guavros, Barrister-ut-Law. 


COWLEY v. COMMISSIONERS OF INLAND REVENUE. Mth March 


Incany Ruvency—Estare Dury—Serrtiup Prorsury—Vatun ov Pao- 
yenty Pas ine o~ Deatu—Moutcacy Cusarep ny Tenany von Livn anv 
RematsoyumMan—Awnvuiry Cuauuep on Esrarvs is Favoun ov Re- 


MAINDVEMAN Denixne Livn ov Twxanr von Laive--¥inance Act, 1894 

(57 & 58 Vier. c. 30), ws. 1, 2, 7. 

Appeal from an order of the Court of Appeal (A. L. Snith, Rigby, and 
Collins, L.JJ.), reported 46 W. RB, 222 [1898] 2. B. 355. A petition 
| was filed by the third Karl Cowley pursuant to rule 1 of the Supreme 
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tion of the amount of estate duty payable upon the estate of the recond 
Earl Cowley, who died on the 28th of February, 1895. The Mornington 
estates were settled upon the second Earl Cowley for life with remainder 
to his son (the third earl) in tail. The second earl had mo d his 
life interest therein in 1868. By a disentailing deed execu by the 
second earl and the present appellant on the 14th of January, 1887 (and 
duly enrolled) the estate tail of the third earl in the settled property was 
barred, and the settled property limited to such uses as the second earl 
and his son (the third earl) should jointly appoint, and in default of 
appointment to the use of the second earl for life by way of restoration 
of the life estate vested in him immediately before the execution of the 
disentailing deed, with remainder to the third earl in tail, with remainders 
over. The father and son in 1888 joined in creating mortgages whereby, 
in exercise of the powcrs given to them by the disentailing deed they 
appointed, and by virtue of their estates and interests, conveyed all the 
settled property in fee simple to the mortgagees to secure £230,000. Of this 
sum nearly £18,000 was paid to or on behalf of the second earl, and some 
£30,000 to or for the appellant. By a deed of resettlement, subsequently 
executed, and which completed as between the second and third earl the 
arrangement under which the £230,000 was borrowed, it was provided that 
the third earl should receive during the life of the second earl certain 
annuities, which at the death of the second earl amounted to £3,000 


a year, and that as between the second earl, his trustees, executors, and- 


administrators, and the third earl, his heirz, executors, and administrators, 
the second earl should during bis life be primarily liable for the repay- 
ment of the interest on the mortgage debt. The second earl died on the 
28th of February, 1895, and the appellant lodged a statement and valua- 
tion of the amount upon which he was liable to pay duty under the 
Finance Act, 1894. The Commissioners of Inland Revenue disallowed the 
deduction of the £230,000 with which the settled estates had been charged, 
and also of the capital value of the annuity of £3,000. Upon the petition 
coming before the Divisional Court (Pollock, B., and Bruce, J.), reported 
45 W. R. 538; 1897, 2 Q. B. 47, they allowed the deduction of the 
£230,000, but not the capitalized value of the annuity of £3,000. The 
Court of Appeal reversed this decision as regards the deduction of the 
£230,000 only. Upon appeal to this House, their lordships unanimously 
reversed the order of the Court of Appeal on the main contention, holding 
that the deduction of the sum of £230,000 with which the settled estates 
had been charged was a lawful deduction. On the minor question, the 
= of both the Divisional Court and the Court of Appeal were 
upheld. 

Earl of Harsnvny, L.C., said: The question in this case is upon what 
property the duty is payable by the appellant under the Finance Act, 
1894. That statute enacts in the first section that certain duties shall be 
levied and paid upon the principal value of all property, real or personal, 
settled or not settled, which passes on the death of a person dying after 
the commencement of the Act. The second Earl Cowley died possessed of 
the equity of redemption of certain estates, and the appellant, to whom 
that property had passed, is undoubtedly liable to pay the duties ascer- 
tained in the specified manner. It does not appear to me that that 
question is a very difficult one. What I have described as the equity of 
redemption is undoubtedly the true description of the property, 
and what passed upon the death of the second earl to the third 
earl wes the equity of redemption. How the value of that is to be 
ascertained is for this purpose unimportant. The thing which 
is liable to duty is that property, and no other thing. For the purposes 
of my opinion I discard all reference to the seventh section, which is only 
applicable to the mode of determining the value of an estate, whatever 
that estate is, and if I am right that the estate which the second earl 
possezsed and which came to the third earl by the second earl’s death was 
nothing but an equity of redemption, we have nothing to do with allow- 
ances or the series of enactments upon that subject. I have great 
difficulty in following the reasoning by which in the Court of Appeal it has 
been held that one is at liberty to go back to the history of the property 
to which the third earl succeeded, and to split up that property into the 
different interests of which it was orginally composed. If I may trace out in 
this case the life estate and the remainder in fee or in tail, I do not know how 
far back in the history of the property in question I may be entitled to go, 
nor am I quite certain what is intended to be effected by such an inquiry. 
There is no part of the Finance Act which appears to me to give ground 
for such an investigation. It would seem to me to be a very pertinent 
question to ask whether the deeds which were executed in 1887 by 
the late earl and the appellant did or did not operate as they pur- 
ported to operate or not, and, if not, why not’ But, if they did, what 
prevented the appellant and his father granting a mortgage to the 
Prudential Co, upon the settled estates ? What was done with the money 
seems to me to be immaterial, though, as a matter of fact, the greater 
part of it was paid to liquidate tho liabilities of the second earl. 
There was a second mortgage for a further advance of £20,000 ; 
but in the view that I take of this case it is immaterial to pursue 
the destination of the money or the source from which it came. As 
a matter of fact the whole property which is in question upon this 
part of the case is the equity of redemption. If that is all that the 
appellant has received, that is all upon which he is bound to pay duty. 
Your lordships have already held in Beech’s case (47 W. R. 257) that when 
a tenant for Jife and the remainderman in fee combine so as to get 
complete command of the estate in feo they may dispose of it as they will, 
and fam unable to comprehend why, when they grant a mortgage in fee, 
that transaction is capable of being dissected so as to prevent the union of 
the two estates, and by an artificial process resolve the estate iuto its 
original elements or into its original settlement and treat them as though 
such new arrangement had not been made at all. It would scem as 
though the argument suggested—although the Act does not say so—that 


the ordinary transaction of a resettlement of an estate can, for the purpose 
of the Finance Act, be traced back to any period, however remote, and 
duties exacted upon the artificial theory that you must treat each death in 
the chain of investigation as giving rise to liability to duty under an Act 
passed long after the rerettlement or the death. There is only one argu- 
ment—viz., the conveyancing point referred to by Collins, L.J.—which 
seems to give any ground for looking back to the history of the trans- 
actions out of which this question has arisen. It appears that the 
incumbrances which did exist or might have existed were assigned 
to the company advancing the money as a protection to them in 
case any claim should be made in respect of tome dealing with his life 
estate by the second earl. If it had been found that any such dealing had 
taken place, the lenders wanted to have a right which should take prece- 
dence of any such dealing; but I confess I am unable to understand how 
this transaction could affect, or in any way interfere with, the power of the 
second and third earl to resettle the estate, or, having resettled it, to grant 
a mortgage in fee such as they did grant, with the result which I have 
de:cribed. Iam wholly unable to give any such interpretation to an Act 
which seems to me, in its ordinary and natural meaning, to be clear 
enough ; and I for one decline to go into minute investigation as to how 
the equity of redemption was created. It is enough for me that that is the 
property which, under section 1 of the Act, has passed to the appellant, 
and that alone is the duty to which he is liable. I see no ground for 
dealing with section 2, since, for the reasons I have given, I think it is 
section 1 to which you must look to sce what property, real or personal, 
settled or not settled, passed upon the death of the second to the third 
earl. But if I was compelled to give a construction to section 2, sub- 
section (4), I should come to the same conclusion in respect of the liability 
to duty, since I think the benefit accruing or arising to the third earl was 
only to the extent of the value of the equity of redemption. 

Lord Watson in a long judgment stated the facts at length, and in 
course of bis judgment said : The argument addressed to us with reference 
to the charge of £230,000 advanced on mortgage by the Prudential Assur- 
ance Co. (Limited), did not, so far as I could discern, involve any serious 
question as to the construction of the Finance Act. It turned mainly, if 
not exclusively, upon the real character and legal effect of the deeds by 
which the advance was secured. On the one hand, it was not disputed by 
the appellant’s counsel that if the original settlement of the Mornington 
estates had remained unaltered, and these deeds had been executed by the 
late earl as life-renter and by the appellant as expectant fiar, no of 
the sum of £230,000 would have formed a proper deduction from the 
amount upon which the appellant is liable for finance duty. In that case 
the appellant would have derived benefit from his father’s decease to the 
extent to which he had borrowed upon the security of his right in 
expectancy and would thereby have been enabled to pay his’own debt. 
On the other hand, counsel for the Crown hardly ventured to dispute that 
if the £230,000 had been duly charged by the original settlor, or had been 
subsequently validly charged upon the fee of the settled estates, the 
appellant must be held to have taken the estates cum onere, and could not 
be held, upon his father’s death, to have taken any benefit from the charge 
of £230,000, or in the estates, so far as these were affected by it. The learned 
counsel forthe respondentsaccordingly addressed themselves to the bold and, 
in my opinion, somewhat extravagant contention that notwithstanding the 
tenor of the securities held by the Prudential Assurance Co., the reality of 
the transaction between the company and the mortgagors, 
any question as to the form of conveyancing adopted in the deeds, 
consisted in the second Earl Cowley and the appellent merely pledging 
their respective rights of life rent and expectant fee. It is not main- 
tained on behalf of the Crown that any one of these proceedi was 
illegitimate or invalid. The disentailing assurance had the legal effect 
of vesting the second earl and his son with the full right and title 
to dispose of the life rent and the immediate fee of the settled estates ; 
and in virtue of that right and title they entered into onerous con- 
tracts with the Prudential Co., by which they professed to convey, 
and did convey, to the company, in security, the immediate fee of the 
estate. Notwithstanding the reasoning of the learned Lords Justices, I 
fail to comprehend how the non-merger of the second earl’s life estate 
could poulbie affect the title of the earl and his son to carry the immediate 
fee. 1 see no reason to doubt that, under their two conveyances, the 
company acquired, and from the date of the completion of their securities 
was possessed of, an interest in the fee, which was effectual against the 
beneticiaries under the settlement made by the last Earl of Morviagton, 
including the appellant, whose right of succession was, by the deed of re- 
settlement, cut down toa life estate. I think the appellant took that 
estate cum onere of the charge of £230,000, which, under the settlement as 
moditied, affected the settled estates in the same way asif it had been 
created by the original settlor ; and that upon his father’s death no interest 
or benefit accrued to the appellant in respect of any part of the estates 
which was covered by the securities of the Prudential Assurance Co. Any 
other conclusion is, to my mind, at variance with the substance and reality 
of the transaction. 

Lord Macnacursn, after considering the Fiuance Act, 1894, and more 
yarticularly sections 1 and 2, continued: It was only the equity of re- 
Sonption that was resettled. Then we had a long argument about the 
doctrine of merger, and an argument, longer still, intended to persuade 
the House that, for the purpose of this Act, the transaction with the 
Prudential ought to be split up into two distinct mortgages, one by the 
second earl and one by the present earl, one by the father mortgaging 
his life estate and one by the son mortgaging his reversion. The Oorrt 
of Appeal say that was the real transaction. In my opinion it was nothiag 
of the kind. ‘The Prudential Co. bargained for a mortgage in fee simple, 
and a mortgage in fee simple they got. Why the commissioners showd 
| ceek to reform a deed which carried out the transaction between the parties 
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in the way everybody wished to have it carried out is beyond my com- 
prehension. The argument seems to be founded on a fallacious analogy. 
Because in the case of succession duty it is necessary and proper to trace 
a disposition of property to its origin for the purpose of eeeing out of 
whose interest the succession is derived, and so discovering the predecessor, 
therefore it seems to be thought you are at liberty, in the case of the 
Finance Act, to dissect and pull to pieces one entire and completed trans- 
action in order to enable the Crown to exact duty in respect of property 
which neither passed nor can be deemed to pars. Nor, again, can I ree 
how the question is affected by the circumstance that mortgages, in fact 
paid off, were transferred and kept alive for the purpose of forming a 
— against mene incumbrancers during the life of the tenant for 
e 


Lords Morris and Sxanp concurred. 

Lord Davey cencurred, and in the cour.e of his judgment said: Since 
the decision in Attorney-General v. Becch it cannot be denied that if tenant 
for life and remainderman in fee combine to sell settled property it is 
thereby tsken out of the settlement, and does not pass, and is not to ba 
deemed to pass, on the death of the life tenant. And I think the result 
must be the same if, instead of selling, they combine to create a mortgage 
in fee upon the settled property. ro tanto the property is taken out of 
the settlement, and what passes on the death of the tenant for life is the 
equity of redemption only, and the benefit accruing or arising in that 
event is in that equity alone. I am therefore of opinion that the property 
in which the second earl had an interest ceasing with his death was the 
equity of redemption only, or (in other words) his interest was in the 
income of the estate after deduction of the interest on the Prudential 
Co.’s mortgage (laying aside the paramount charges), and _ the 
benefit which accrued or arose on the second earl’s death under section 2 
(4) (1), if the case falls under that sub-sec!ion, was the principal value of 
that income only, or (shortly) the value «f the equity of redemption. A)lthe 


that section 7 (1) applies only to the case of an estate passing from a deceased 


owner + ubject to his debts and incumbrances. That sub-section is not an | 


easy one to construe, and I am not satisfied that I have quite mastered 
the meaning of it, but I do not think that it applies to the present case. 
There is cnly one other point I wish to mention. The policies which formed 


meaning of the Act ; and (2), if so, whether it was being repaired by means 
of a “ scaffolding’’ within the meanivg of the Act. The county court 
judge reversed the decision of the atbitra‘cr upon both points, and 
awarded the cla‘mant £237 17s., the sum agreed upon between the parties. 


The employers appealed. 
Tue Covrr (A. L. Smrrn, Cottins, and Romer, L.JJ.) allowed the 
appeal. 


A. L. Surrs, L.J., said that, in his opinion, ordinary painting, which 
the arbitrator had found this work to be, was not repairing within the 
meaning of section 7, sub-section 1, of the Act. If the Legislature had 
intended to include it they would have said soin plain terms. They had 
used plain language which did not include ordinary painting. Nor were 
the ladders a “‘ scaffolding’’ within the meaning of that section. As to 
whether the arrangement of the plank aud the ladder constituted a scaffold- 
ing within the Act, he thought that was a question of fact which the 
arbitrator had found in the negative. The employment, therefore, did not 
come within the Act, and the claimant was not entitled to compensation. 

Cotirns and Romer, L.JJ., concurred.—Covnset, C. A. Russell, Q.C., 
and Clarke Hall; Robert Wallace, Q.C., and Horace. Marshall. Soutcrrors, 
Lawson, Coppock, § Hart, Manchester; Arthur W. Willey, Leeds. 

[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law.]} 











| High Court—Chancery Division. 


| SPITZEL v. CHINESE CORPORATION (LIM.). Stirling, J. 
and 18th March. 


Company—SwHareEs, ConpirionaL ALLoTuent, Issuz or—Compantes Acr, 


10°h, 16th, 


| 1862 (25 & 26 Vicr. c. 89), s. 23—Comranres Act, 1867 (30 & 31 Vicr. 
% 131), s. 25. 
learned judges in both courts below, except perhaps Rigby, L.J., have agreed | ae ‘ 


This was a motion to restrain the defendant company from acting upon 
a resolution to wind up the company on the ground that the plaintiff’s 
votes had been improperly rejected at the meeting for the voluntary 
winding up of the company. ‘The plaintiff was a merchant carrying on 
business in China. In June, 1898, he entered into an agreement to sell 
his business to a company for a considcration in shares. It was provided 


rt of the security of the incumbrancers on the life estates were assigned : Sop 
4 trustees upon act to sgely the proceeds pa the death of the eal | that a certain number of shares should be allotted to the plaintiff, but that 
ent tn sedestion ef the Readiel On 4 ‘snartemme s Smith, { Certificates of such shares were to be “‘ deposited in escrow ready for issue 
ey seg heal gegen ae lege Rane mca Pag | or otherwise ’’ in Lloyd’s Bank in the joint names of the plaintiff and the 


L.J., seems to have thought, to the Pradential Co. themselves. No claim 
to estate duty on the proczeds of the policies or to deduct the proceeds of 
these policies from the mortgage debt is made by the Attorney-General 
in this appeal, and n> argument was addressed to your lordships on the 
point. Consequently no opinion is expressed or implied upon it in the 
decision of this case. As to the other point—whether the appellant is | 
entitled to any deduction in respect of the cessor of the rent-charge of 
£3,000 a yeir to which he was entitled during the second earl’s lifetime— 
I agree with your lordships that he is not entitled to that deduction, and | 
I need not repeat the reasons which have been given.—CotnseL, Haldane, 
Q.C., and H. Feilows ; Sir Richard Webster, A.G, Sir R. B. Finlay, 8.G., 
and Vaughan Hawkins. Sowicttors, Collyer-Bristow, Russell, “Hill, § Co. ; 
Solicitor for Inland Revenue. 
\Reportel by C. H. Gzartos, Barrister-at-Law.) 





Court of Appeal. 
WOOD +. WALSH &80NS. No.1, 18th March. 


Masten axp Senvant—Emrvioymenr wirnts Act—Beupmc “ Bene 
Constructep ox Reramep ny Means or A Scarroipinc ’’—Paintine 
Octsing oy Hovsr ny Means or Lapprus—Workmen’s Comrensation 
Act, 1897 (€0 & 61 Vict. c. 37), 8. 7, sun-secrion 1. 

Appeal from the decision of the county court judge of Leeds upona 
case stated by an arbitrator appointed to settle a claim for compensation | 
under the Workmen’s Compensation Act. 1897. The claim was by the 
widow of a deceased workman who was killed while in the employment of 
the appellant«, who were pamters and decorators. The deceased man was 
employed with ceveral other men m preparing and painting the out-ide 
of a bouse more than thirty feet in height, the work consisting of removing 
t e drt aud blisters, making good the woodwork with putty, and the 
e'ouework with hll-pla-ter or cement, and sfterwards p:inting the eur- 
face. The work wa- dove by means of five or tix ladders. Nothiug was 
being done to the building, except preparation for painting and the actual 
as The de-eared man was stauding upon the rung of one of the 

ders, which was resting againtt the wall, engaged in puttying and 
painting when the rung broke and he fell to the ground and was killed, 

One of the workmen engaged on the work bad tied one end of a plank to 

the rung of one of the ladders and rested the other end on a window-sil] 

and stood upon the plank to work, but the deceased man had not 
used this plank. The claim to compensation was referred to an arbitrator, 
who held that the building wae not being “‘ repaired’ within the meaning 

of section 7, sub-section 1, of the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897 

and that neither the ladders nor the arrangement of the plank tied to the 

rang of the ladder and resting on the window-sill constituted a ‘‘ scaffold- 
ing” within the meaning of that section. He accordiogly held that the 
decrase1 m+n was not killed while employed on any building which was 

* either being constructed or repaired by means of a scaffolding ” within | 

section 7, sub-section 1, of the Act, and made his award in favour of the 

employers, but submitted two points of law for the opinion of the county 
court judge: (1) Whether the building wa: bing “ repsircd”’ within the | 


| company, and were only to be delivered to the plaintiff when the property 


and assets of the business had been duly transferred to and vested in the 
company. By a resolution of the Ist of September, 1898, the shares were 
allotted and the plaiutiff’s name was entered on the register of share- 
holders. Subsequently the company repudiated the contract and no 
transfer of the plaintiff’s property in the business ever took places. A 
resolution was passed for a voluntary winding up, but the chairman 


| rejected the votes tendered by the plaintiff’s proxy on the ground that the 


shares standing in his name had never in fact been issued to him. 
Srmune, J., in giving judgment, said that the question was 

whether the plaintiff was a member of the company when the meeting 

for winding up was held. His lordship, referring to section 23 of 


| the Companies Act, 1862, said the person alleged to be a member 


must have agreed to become a member and his name must have 
been entered in the register. There must be an offer of shares by the 
company and an acceptance of the shares by the alleged member. 
The resolution of the lst of September, 1898, was not intended to be an 


| offer of the shares apart from the agreement, which must be taken into 


consideration in order to ascertain the true nature and meaning of the 


| subsequent transaction. An allotment, broadly speaking, was an appropria- 


tion of shares to a particular person. Its legal meaning and effect 
depended on the circumstances under which it was made. It did not of 


| itself necessarily create the status of membersbip. It might be subject to 


a condition, as, for instance, the performance of some act such as the 
payment of a sum of money by the allottee. The word “‘ issue’’ was one 
which had no very definite legal import with reference to shares. It was 
found in section 25 of the Companies Act, 1867, and had given rise to some 
difficulty. The true meaning of the word must be determined from a 
consideration of the whole agreement, the plaintiff's title was not to arise 
unless and until the performance of the contract on his part was evidenced 
in the manuer prescribed. It was not inconsistent with the provision that 
the certificates should be deposited “in escrow,”’ and though the language 
was deficient in accuracy, it was capable of a sensible meaning—viz., that 
the certificates were not to operate according to their purport until the 
event happened on which they were to issue. The injunction must be 
refused.—UounseL, Upjohn, Q.C., and G. F. Hart ; Buckley, Q C., Jenkins, 
Q.¢., and Gore-Brown. Soxscrrons, Lindo § Co. ; Burn §& Bervidye. 
[Reported by Pavi Sraickcany, Barrister-at-Law.] 


HOPE v. WALTER. Cozens-Hardy, J. 17th March. 


Venvon aANy Purcuaser—Srecivic Pentronmance—Resctsston—Derecr in 
Pusoreuty Unknown to Boru Panties ar Time or Conrracr—Usur or 
Premises von Immonat Punroses. a 
Action for specific performance. ‘The property, the subject of the above 

action, was one of several lots put up for auction at the mart by the 

plaintiffs on the Ist of December, 1897, described in certain particulars of 

sale and subject to the conditions attached to such par.iculars, Lot 1, 


being the property in question, was described in the particulars of sale as 
* eligible freehold property for investment, comprising brick-bvil: corner 
house and shop,’’ and was stated to contsin (inter alia) ‘on the ground 


floor double-fronted shop,’’ aud to be ‘let on a quarterly tenancy under 
agreement dated the 20th of July, 1895, at a rent of £55 per annum,” as 
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was the fact. This agreement contained a covenant by the tenant not to 
keep the house as a disorderly house, and a power of immediate 
re-entry on breach of any of the covenants. The defendant bought 
lot 1 at the auction, and paid a deposit and signed a memorandum 
in the usual way. By the fourth condition each lot was cold subject to the 
existing tenancies, and by the third condition, after stating that counter- 
parts or copies of the leases or agreements of tenancy might be inspected 
for five days prior to the sale, it was provided that each purchaser shou'd 
be deemed to purchase with notice of and to take subject to the terms of all 
tenancies and the state of the property, notwithstanding any partial or 
incomplete statement in the particulars. The purchase was to be com- 
pleted on the 8th of February, 1898, at the office of the vendor’s 
solicitors. It appeared that the premises prior to and at the date 
of sale were used as acoffee tavern. On the 20th of December, 1897, the 
defendant’s solicitors sent a letter with their requisitions on title suggesting 
that the house was used for an immoral purpose, and that the defendant 
might therefore refuse performance of the contract. The plaintiffs denied 
knowledge of any such user as was alleged by the defendant. On the day 
fixed for completion the defendant’s solicitors wrote that he had deter- 
mined not to purchase owing to the alleged immoral user of the premiees. 
The writ in the above action was thereupon issued. The defendant 
counterclaimed for rescission of the contract and return of his deposit. 

Cozens-Harpy, J., after reading the description in the particulars of 
sale, continued: Now, every word of that description is true. This case 
has b«n argued on the assumption, and I shall assume, but, of course, for 
the purpose of this case only, that at and some time before the date of the 
contract the house was used as a dicorderly house, and that the tenant 
was convicted at the police-court of keeping the house as a dis- 
orderly house. It is not contended that the vendor knew this at the 
time of the sale, it was in fact admitted by the purchaser that the 
plain iffs were as ignorant of the circumstance as the purchaser. But it 
is said: First, that the circumstance is a ground for rescinding the con- 
tract ; and secondly, if that is not so, that specific performance should be 
refueed. There has, it is said, been a mutual mistake, and the contract 
ought therefore to be rescinded ; and, again, there would be such hard- 
ship in enforcing the contract that at any rate specific performance ought 
not to be enforced. In my opinion both there contentions fail. At an 
early period of the case the attention of counsel was called to a passage in 
Lucas v. James (7 Hare 410, 418). The contract there was for the sale of a 
house in which the defendant intended to reside, and which proved not to 
be suitable for a residence for his family. Wigram, V.C., there stated it 
as settled law “‘ that if the vendor, at the time of the contract, does not 
know of the existing defect in the estate, the court will enforce the con- 
tract.”? It is true that in that case the nuisance was in the adjoining 
houses, but the Vice-Chancellor treated the law as perfectly settled in the 
case where the nuisance existed without the knowledge of both patties in 
the house itself the subject of the contract. I cannot treat the 
matter on the footing that there was a mutual mistake in regard 
to the subject-matter of the contract. It is not unimportant to 
observe that the property is described to be and is let on a quarterly 
tenancy, and the tenant can be turned out at once. There i, then, no 
ground for rescission. Is there any ground for refusing specific per- 
formance? A strong and clear clear case is required for that purpose. 
That the defendant as an honourable and respectable man may have to 
turn out the tenant at once is not sufficient to constitute such a case. The 
plaintiff therefore succeeds on the claim and counterclaim.—CovnszL, 
Astbury, Q.C., and Yardley; Eve, Q.C., and Zomlin. Soxicrrors, Shou- 
bridge § May ; Attree, Johnson, § Ward. 


[Reported by J. F. Watery, Barrister-at-Law.} 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


BURROWS v. RHODES AND ANOTHER, Div. Court. 
7th and 20th March. 


Demurrek — Fravpvutenr Misrerrgsentation — Damacrs ~ Rarp on 
Frrenpty Staiz—Iiircarrry or Venture — Jornt De.inquents— 
Foretcn Enuistment Act, 1870 (33 & 34 Vicr. c. 90), s. 11, sup- 
SECTION 1. 

Demurrer. Question of law raised by the defendants’ plea that the 
statement of claim disclosed no cause of action. The proceedings in this 
case arore cut of the Jameson Raid upon the Transvaal Republic, and the 
plaintiff claimed damages in respect of injuries he had suffered in the 
course of that expedition. The defendants Rhodes and Jameson were at 
the time in question a director, and an officer and agent respectively of 
the British South African Co., an English company incorporated by Royal 
Charter, dated the 29th of October, 1889, and having for the principal 
field of its operations a region of South Africa. The points of law raised 
by the pleadings which by consent were argued before the action came on 
for hearing, turned on the question whether a person who had committed a 
criminal offence could recover compensation trom anybody for the conse- 
quences which he had suffered by reason of committing that offence. ‘The 
defendants relied on the fact that the plaintiff's claim was founded on the 
assumption that the expedition in which he took part was an illegal 
venture, If the plaintiff established that prc position, then they submitted 
that he had no claim against themselves for any damages he had sustained, 
as they were joint delinquents. For the plaintiff counsel argued that if 
there had been an offence committed under the Foreign Enlistment Act, 
1870, the plaintiff was not debarred from bringing his claim for damages, 
since for an act to be an offence under tke statute mens rea must be proved. 
The doctrine was that the law would not assist a pereon who had acted to 





his knowledge wrongfully. But when a person was duped into acting in 
contravention of a statute he could recover from the persons who induced 
him to commit the wrongful act. The plaintiff believed the expedition 
was lawful and carried out with the sanction of the Queen. The untrue 
representations of the defendants induced him to enter on it, and they 
should be responsible. 


Gnrantuam, J.—In this case we are asked to determine whether on the 
statement of claim as presented to us (or with such amendments, if any, 
as may be n to raise the question of law to be determined) any 
cause of action has been shown for which an action is maintainable 
according to English law. For the purposes of our judgment, this being 
a demurrer by the defendants, all the facts alleged in the claim must be 
taken to be true and admitted by the defendants. What, therefore, are 
these facts? Shortly, these. That the defendants, having secretly deter- 
mined to invade the territory of a friendly Power with a hostile armed 
force, they for the purpose of inducing the plaintiff to enter their service 
as an armed servant, deceived the plaintiff as to their intentions, told 
him that the service on which they wished to employ him was lawful, 
that, as fighting would shortly take place in the raid South African 
Republic between other forces, his services were required for the protec- 
tion of women and children, that the force of which he was a member 
would have the support of other lawfully appointed forces, and that 
such invasion of the territory of the South African Republic had the 
sanction and support of her Majesty’s Government; whereas, in fact, all 
the aforesaid representations were untrue to the knowledge of the defend- 
ants. Acting on and believing in these statements, the plaintiff entered 
the services of the defendants, and in obeying their orders received the 
injuries and suffered the losses complained of and for which he seeks to 
recover damages in this action. It is difficult to realize any period of our 
history in which a defendant making such fraudulent statements and 
inflicting such serious injury would not be liable for the consequences of his 
fraud, and yet it has been solemnly argued that such is the law at the 
present time. Let us see, therefore, on what grounds the learned counsel 
(Mr. Cohen) attempts to support his contention that this statement of 
claim disclores no good cause of action. He does not rely on a possible 
assumption that the damages resulted from the voluntary enlistment of 
the plaintiff on a warlike expedition, for the pay and the prospectire 
advantages likely to accrue to him, and were not in any way caused or 
aggravated by the fraud; but he admits that his contention rests solely on 
the assumption that the plaintiff, innocent of all knowledge of wreng on 
his part, did by obeying the order of the defendants in fact become a 
criminal himself, and could not therefore complain of any wrong done him 
by the defendants, who were particeps criminis with him. But how does he 
show that he is a criminal? He relies on the Foreign Enlistment Act, 
1870, 8. 11, sub-section 1. [His lordship read the sub-section.] The 
defendants contend, therefore, that, it being immaterial whether the 
person employed in such expedition had a mens rea or guilty knowledge 
of the nature of his act or not, and believing as he did that his action had 
the sanction of the Queen’s Government, yet he was just as much a 
criminal as the defendants who had knowingly broken the law, and that, 
once that the plaintiff was proved a criminal, he could not, according to 
the defendants, be heard to complain of the original and deeper-dyed 
fraud of the defendants, which had placed the plaintiff enuiiiingty on his 
part in a position which made him liable to be called a criminal. A 
grosser perversion of English justice it is impossible to imagine, and I 
should indeed be sorry if, under any circumstances, it could be proved to 
be English law. It must not be forgotten that the plaintiff has not been 
proved to be a criminal in any court of law. He has not been tried, 
much less convicted, and never will be tried, and therefore cannot be 
convicted, and under the circumstancesa jury would, I doubt not, acquit 
him if he was now tried; but, till he has been convicted, how can the 
defendants be heard to say that, as in their opinion the plaintiff's conduct 
was an infringement of the Act, he must be treated as if he had been 
convicted of being acriminal by Act of Parliament? Let us look, there- 
fore, at the authorities relied upon by Mr. Cohen on behalf of the 
defendants to see what aid, if any, they give him in his contention. First, 
he relies on the diciwm of Lord Mansfield in Holman v. Johnson (1 Cooper's 
Reps., 343, of the date 1775), wherein he says, “‘ the objection that a 
contract is immoral or illegal as between plaintiff and defendant sounds at 
all times very ill in the mouth of the defendant. But it is not for his sake 
that the objection is allowed. No court will lend its aid toa man 
who founds his cause of action upon an immoral or illegal act. If from the 
plaintiff's own stating or otherwise the cause of action appears to arise 
ex turpi causa, there the court says he has no right to be assisted, go if the 
plaintiff and defendant were to change sides the latter would have the 
advantage, for potior est conditio defendentis,” and soon. It seems to me 
that no stronger authority could be quoted against the defendants. The 
plaintiff's cause of action is not founded, as far as he is concerned, on any 
immoral or illegal consideration, but, as the defendants rely on thear own 
immorality and illegality, it does sou. di very ill in their mouth to endeavour 
to rob the plaintiff of his rights by their (the defendants’) 
illegality; and as in these p ings the defendants have changed 
places with the plaintiff and are practically plaintiffs, as they are 
claiming a judgment on their demurrer. I am only echoing 
Lord Mansfield in saying I will not allow the plaintiffs to rely on 
their illegality to obtain a judgment against defendant for potior est conditie 
defendentis, ond the demurrer being dismissed the present plaintiffs’ right of 
action is admitted. The next case Mr. Cohen relied on was Colburn vy. 
‘atmore (1 C. M. & R. 73). This case, when it is carefully examined, 
seems to me to help the defendants less even than the last. The only 
matter under discussion in that case was whether the plaintiff, the printer 
and owner of a paper, having been convicted of a criminal libel, and fined 
£100, could recover that sum from the defendant, the editor of the paper, 
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whom he alleged to have first inserted the libel contrary to his duty to the 
plaintiff, and so induced the plaintiff to publish it. It was held he could 
not recover, because he had not shewn that he had not himself approved of 
the libel before printing and publishing it himself. But even taking the 
obiter dicta of the learned judge as law in the passage where (quoting from 
Lord Lyndhurst’s judgment) Lord Lyndhurst says, ‘‘ I know of no case in 
which a person who has committed an act declared by the law to be criminal 
has been permitted to recover compensation against a person who has acted 
jointly with him in the commission of the crime.”” Quite true. But what 
compensation can he not recover? Why, compensation for the damages 
he has incurred by proceedings having been taken against him for the 
commission by him of the wrongful act complained of. As Mr. Maule 
(afterwards Mr. Justice Maule) said during the argument, “‘the question 
is whether a person convicted of a criminal offence can claim indemnity 
from another who has participated with him in the commission of that 
offence ’’—i.c., indemnity for the damages recovered against him for the 
commission of the offence. In this case the plaintiff, in the first place, has 
been convicted of no offence and, in the second place, is not seeking to 
recover an indemnity for damages recovered against bim, but is seeking to 
recover damages for a wrong done to him, in which he did not participate 
except as a sufferer, and in which it cannot be said he was a criminal. 
When the falee and fraudulent representation was made, which was the 
causa causans of this action, no crime had been committed by the defendants 
much less by the plaintiff, and as far as the plaintiff knew no crime had 
been committed by the defendants at any time up to the happening of the 
events which caused the damage to the plaintiff, for if the invasion 
had the sanction and authority of her Majesty or her Government, 


as the defendants alleged, there was no breach of any statute for} 


which the plaintiff or the defendants could be made liable. Mr. Cohen 
relies next on the case of Merryweather v. Nizan (8 T. R. 186), in which 
it was held that one wrongdoer cannot have redress or contribution 
against another. True, it was so held; but what does Chief Justice 
Best eay about it in delivering the judgment of the court in the case of 
Adamson v. Jarvis (4 Bing. 66)? He says: ‘‘ From the concluding part of 
the judgment in Merryweather v. Nizan, and from reason, justice, and 
sound policy, the rule that wrongdoers cannot have redress or contribu- 
tion against each other is confined to cases where the person seeking 
redress must be presumed to have known that he was doing an unlawful 
act.”” Again, in the case of Palmer v. Wick and Pulteneytown Steam 
Shipping Co. (1894, A. C. 318) the noble lords, though not overruling 
Merryweather vy. Nizan, damn the case with faint praise, decline in terms to 
apply it to Scotland, and refuse to extend its operation one iota. Asthe action 
of the plaintiff is only made a criminal act by statute, and is not inherently a 
criminal act, the plaintiff cannot be presumed to have known of his guilt 
until he has been proved to have been guilty. As the expedition in 
question is alleged to have been something in the nature of a highway 
robbery, I am surprised that the defendants did not refer to the case of 
Everet v. Williams, mentioned in Lindley on Partnership (5th ed., 101), 
which it was said was a suit by one highwayman against another for an 
account of their plunder, the bill alleging that the plaintiff was ekilled in 
dealing in several commodities, such as plate, rings, watches, purses, Xc., 
and that the defendant applied to him to become a partner, and that, after 
dealing together at several places, such as Bagshot, Hampstead, Salisbury, 
&c., they differed as to theirre:pective shares, and so the suit inChancery was 
instituted foranaccount. The bill was dismissed with costs because it was 
held that they were both particcps criminis, and so plaintiff could not recover. 
Perhaps it may be that the learned counsel were afraid to refer us to this 
case lest the same results should happen—namely, that the counsel whosigned 
the bill was made to pay the costs of the bill, and the solicitors were fined 
£50, and the plaintiff and defendant were both hanged. As the defendants 
have failed to establish their case, it is hardly necessary to refer to any 
authorities on the other side, and I will only mention Camplell v. Campbell 
{1 A. & E. 181), where one partner in a distillery had been convicted of 
illegal transactions and made liable to penalties, and he was held entitled 
to recover against his co-partner contribution for those penalties, not- 
withstanding the authority of Colburn v. Patmore before referred to, because 
(a; Lord Cottenham said) he was not particeps criminis in the sense which 
would disentitle him to sue for contribution. If, in euch a case, he could 
recover, how much more so when the cause of action is not one for in- 
demnity for dameges given against him for the commission of the alleged 
illegal act, but is for damage for the alleged fraud on the part of the 
defendants in putting the plaintiff into euch a position as caused him 
rscnal injury and lo:s quite irrespective of any illegal complicity 
1 a crime. It is true the plaintiff slso refers in his statement of 
claim to the liability the defendants had made him incur to cevere 
punishment in England for cffences against the English law, but he 
uever was made liable to punishment, he never was made a criminal, 
and he suffered no damage from that liability ; and I therefore treat that 
part of the statement of claim as struck out, since no damages ate really 
claimed under that head. As the defendants have entirely failed to refer 
us to any authcrity that, in my judgment, justifies their contention that 
the plaixtiff’s declaration dicclores no good cause cf action for which he 
can tue, Iam glad to be able to say that our law has been purged from 
the suggéstion that fraud and false representation injurious to an innocent 
pereon can be committed with impunity if the injured person has by such 
iraud and false representation been vnwittingly and innocently made to 
commit what the jaw has raid shail te called a crime. For these reasons, 
in my judgment, the demurrer must be dismissed with costs. 
Kexxvux, J, delivered judgment to the same effect —Counser, Lawson 
Walton, .C., and Larnard Laile y, for the plaintiff; Cohen Q.C., and Lord 
Lohert Cecil, for the defendants. Roumeiros 4, G, B. Crock. ; Hollams, Sons, 


Bankruptcy Cases. 
HASLUCK v. CLARK. C. A. No. 1. 17th March. 


Baxxruprcy—ADMINIsTRATION or Fstate or Deckasep Desror — Exgcu- 

tion Crepirorn—Banxrvurtcy Act, 1883, ss. 45, 125. 
This was an appeal from the judgment of Wright, J., on the trial of an 
interpleader issue. On the 11th of October, 1897, Isabella Clark obtained 
a judgment against Joseph Metz for £4,488 18s. 3d. On the 18th of 
October Metz died. On the 22nd of October the goods of the deceased 
judgment debtor were seized in execution under a writ of fi. fa., but 
they were not sold. On the 19th of November an order was made for 
the administration of the estate of the deceased debtor under section 125 of 
the Bankruptcy Act, 1883. The sheriff, having received notice of this, 
interpleaded, and an order was made for the trial of an interpleader issue, 
in which the official receiver was to be plaintiff and the execution creditor 
defendant, to determine the question whether at the time of the seizure 
the goods seized were the property of the official receiver, as trustee of the 
estate of the deceased, as against the execution creditor. Subsequently 
Hasluck was appointed trustee in the place of the official receiver, and was 
substituted for him as plaintiff in the issue. Wright, J., held that the 
goods were not the property of the trustee as against the execution 
creditor, and gave judgment for the defendant. The plaintiff appealed. 
The appeal was heard on the 25th of January before the Earl of Halsbury, 
L.C., A. L. Smith, L.J., and the late Chitty, L.J., when judgment was 
reserved. 

Tue Covrr now dismissed the appeal. 

A. L. Surrn, L.J., said that by section 26 of the Sale of Goods Act, 
1893, a writ of i. fa. bound the property in the goods of the execution 
debtor as from the time when the writ was delivered to the sheriff to be 
executed. By section 125, sub-sections 1 and 2,of the Bankruptcy Act, 
1883, it was enacted that in certain events a petition might be presented 
for an order for the administration of the estate of a deceased debtor, 
according to the law of bankruptcy. Sub-section 5 enacted that 
upon such an order being made the property of the deceased debtor 
should vest in the official receiver, and he should forthwith proceed 
to realize and distribute the same in accordance with the provisions 
of the Act. Did that mean that the property of the deceased debtor, 
bound as it was by the execution levied thereon, should vest in the official 
receiver, or that the property of the debtor, unbound by the execution, was 
to vest in him?’ e could not find any words in sub-section 5 which 
shewed that the property of the debtor, unbound by the execution, was to 
vest in the official receiver. He thought that, if it was bound, it vested 
subject to the fetter; if it was unbound, it passed as it was. In his 
opinion sub-section 6 applied to the mode of administration, not to the 
subject-matter to be administered. Reliance was laid on section 45, but 
the Act did not anywhere say that notice of a petition for administration 
should be equivalent to notice of an act of bankruptcy to an outside execu- 
tion creditor, so as to take away the right he possessed to have the goods in 
the hands of the sheriff sold and applied to the payment of the judgment 
debt. [His lordship referred to Re Gould (19 Q. B. D. 92) and Re Withern- 
sea Brickworks (16 Ch. D. 337).] He thought the judgment of Wright, J., 
should be affirmed. 

A. L. Surrn, L.J., then read a judgment of the late Chitty, L.J., to the 
same effect. 

Tho Earl of Hatssury, L.C , concurred.—Counse, Herbert Reed, Q.C., 
and Muir Mackenzie ; A. T. Lawrence, Q.C., and T. W. Chitty. Soticrrors, 
Goldbergs § Langdon ; Thomas White § Son. 

[Reported by I’. G. Rucken, Barrister-at-Law. | 


NEW ORDERS, &c. 
BENEFICES. 
RULES. 

1. Short title.|] The following rules may be cited as the Benefices Rules, 
1899, and ehall apply to all proceedings under the Benefices Act, 1898 (in 
these Rules referred to as the Act). 

Seal ; Sittings; Office and Officers of the Cuurt. 

2, Seal.] (1) The eeal of the Court shall be such as the Lord Chancellor 
directs. 

2) All copies, certificates, or other documents appearing to be eealed 
with the oul of the Court shall be presumed to be office copies or certifi- 
cates or other documents issued from the Court, and may be received in 
evidence, and no signature or other formality, except the sealing with the 
seal of the Court, shall be required for the authentication of any such copy, 
certificate, or other document. 

3. Place of sitting of the Court.] For the hearing of any matter under 
section three or an appeal under eection nine of the Act, the Court shall, 
unless the Court otherwise direct, sit at the Royal Courts of Justice. 

1. Office | (1) There shall be an office of the Court in the Royal Courts 
of Justice, and that office shall be open on every day of the year, except 
Sundays, Good Friday, Easter Eve, Monday and Tuesday in Easter Week, 
Whit Monday, Christmas Day, and the next following working day, and 
all days appointed by proclamation to be observed as days of general fast, 
humiliation, or dienivatving, and the days on which the office is not open 
are in these rules referred to as the excluded daye. 

(2) The office hours shall be from ten in the forenoon to four in the 





Coward, & Hawksley. 


[Reported by Ezexixe Rew, Barrister-at-Law 





afternoon, except on Saturday and during the vacations of the Supreme 
Court, when the office shall close at two in the afternoon. 
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5. Officers.| (1) There shall be a registrar of the Court in these rules 
referred to as the registrar, and such person as the Lord Chancellor 
appoints shall be the registrar, and the Lord Chancellor may appoint a 
person to act as deputy registrar during the illness or absence of the 
registrar, as occasion may require, and anything which, under these rulés, 
is authorised or required to be done by or to the registrar may be done by 
or to the deputy registrar. 

(2) Such provision as the Lord Chancellor thinks fit shall be made for 
supplying the Court with the services of clerks and other officers, and for 
the remuneration of the registrar and of the clerks and other officers. 


Procedure where matter required to be heard under section three. 


6. Requisition for hearing by the Court. (Forms 1, 2,3.)] (1) A requisi- 
tion that the refusal of a bishop to institute or admit a presentee to a 
benefice be heard by the Court (in these rules referred to as the requisition) 
must be lodged with the registrar in duplicate, together with two copies of 
the bishop’s signification of refusal, within one month after the significa- 
tion of the refusal has been served on the person lodging the requisition. 

(2) The person lodging the requisition (in these rules referred to as the 
plaintiff) shall in the requisition give an address for eervice, being an 
address in England or Wales. 

(3) The plaintiff shall, not later two days after the time when he lodges 
the requisition, serve a copy thereof on the bishop. 

7. Statement of particulars. (Forms 3, 4, 5, 6, 7.)] (1) The plaintiff may, 
within seven days after lodging the requisition, serve on the bishop a 
notice requiring him to give particulars of the facts on which he intends to 
rely at the hearing of the matter in support of such one or more of the 
grounds contained in the signification of refusal as may be referred to in 
the notics. 

2) The plaintiff, if he serves on the bishop any such notice, shall, 
within two days after such service, lodge with the registrar two copies of 
the notice. 

(8) The bishop shall within fourteen days from the service of any such 
notics upon him lodge in duplicate with the registrar a statement of 
particulars in compliance with the notice, aud shall, witbin two days after 
lodging the statement, serve a copy thereof on the plaintiff. 

(4) On an application by the plaintiff, lodged within seven days after 
the service on him of the statement of particulars, the bishop may be 
ordered to lodge in duplicate with the registrar further and better 
particulars of the facts referred to in the notice, and to serve a copy 
thereof on the plaintiff, within such time and upon such terms as to costs 
and otherwise as may be thought fit. 

5) The bishop shall not at the hearing, except by leave of the Court, 
rely on any ground in respect of which he has not given particulars in 
compliance with the notice. 

8. Reply. (Form 3.)] (1) The pee. if it appears to him to be 
necessary to his case for him to plead any facts by way of reply to the 
bishop’s particulars (but not otherwise), may, within seven days from the 
service on him of the statement of particulars, or, if further and better 
particulars have been ordered, of the further and better particulars, apply, 
tor leave to deliver a reply, pleading such facts as aforesaid, but no other 
ae shall in his application set forth the reply proposed to be 
delivered, 

(2) Where leave has been granted, and subject to the terms thereof, the 
plaintiff may deliver a reply by lodging the reply in duplicate with the 
registrar, and by serving a copy thereof on the bishop. 

9. Pleadings.| The requisition, the particulars, and the reply, if any, 
shall together constitute, and are in these rules referred to as, the 
pleadings. 

10. Closing of pleadings.| (1) The pleadings shall be closed— 

(a) if the plaintiff does not serve a notice requiring the bishop to give 
particulars within the period appointed for that purpose, at the 
expiration of that period ; 

(2) if the plaintiff does not lodge an application for leave to deliver a 
reply within the period appointed for that purpose, at the expira- 
tion of that period ; 

(c) if leave to deliver a reply is refused, at the date of the refusal; 

(d) if leave is given to deliver a reply, on the reply being lodged, or, 
if no reply is lodged within the period allowei for lodging the 
reply, at the expiration of that period. 

(2) Subject to any admissions which may be made, all allegations con- 
tained in the signification of refusal, and the statement of particulars and 
further and better particulars, if any, and all allegations contained in the 
reply, if any, shall be deemed to be denied and put in issue. 

11. Amendments of pleadings. (Forms 9,10, 11.)] (1) At any stage of the 
proceedings the bishop may be allowed to amend his particulars, and any 
mitters which may tend to prejudice, embarrass, or de!ay the fair hearing 
cf tLe matter may be ordered to be struck out of a pleadivg, in such 
manner and on such terms as may be just, and all such amendments may 
be made as may be necessary for the purpose of determining the real 
questions in controversy between the parties. An application for leave to 
amend particulars or to strike out any matters shall specify the amend- 
— proposed to be made or the matters to be struck out, as the case 
may be, 

(2) The bishop may without any leave— 

(«) before the expiration of the time limited for lodging an application 
for leave to reply, and before any such application has been 
lodged, amend his particulars ; and 

(2) at any time before the hearing withdraw any ground of refucal or 
allegations of fact contained in the signification of refusal or 
particulars ; 

by lodging in duplicate with the registrar a notice of the amendment or 
Withdrawal and by serving a copy of the notice on the plaintitf, 








(3) Where the bishop makes any such amendment the period for lodgi 
an application for leave to make a reply shall be ex to seven days 
from the time when the copy of the notice of the amendment was served. 

12. Withdrawal or refusal or requisition. (Form 12.)] At any time 
before the hearing the bishop me A withdraw his refusal to institute or 
admit, and the plaintiff may withdraw his requisition, by lodging notice 
thereof with the registrar, and by serving notice thereof on the other 
party, and thereupon such judgment or order may, upon the application 
of either party, be made as may be thought fit. 

13. Now ground of refusal. (Form 13.)] (1) The bishop may at any time 
bofore,. or at, the hearing of the matter apply for leave to rely at the 
hearing on any new ground (not being a ground of doctrine or ritual) 
which was not included in his signification of refusal. 

(2) Leave to rely on any such new ground may be granted, subject 
to such conditions as to lodging and serving a statement of the particular 
facts intended to be relied upon in support thereof, and subject to such 
other conditions as to costs and other as may be thought fit. 

14. Consolidation of proceedings where more than one requisition. (Forms 14 
and 15.)| (1) If more than one requisition is lodged in respect of the 
same refusal, the registrar shall serve on each person who has lodged a 
requisition a copy of every other requisition. 

(2) On the application of any party to the proceedings, or without any 
such application, the proceedings may be consolidated, and such order 
may be made as to the conduct of proceedings, the service of documents, 
and otherwise, as may be thought fit. 

(3) Where an application for the consolidation of the proceedings has 
been lodged, the registrar shall serve a copy of the application on all the 
parties to the proceedings except the applicant, and shall serve on all the 
parties notice of the time and place for the hearing of the application. 

(4) Where proceedings are consolidated under this rule, notice to that 
effect shall be served by the registrar on all the parties to the proceedings. 

15. Procedure at the hearing.| At the hearing of any matter the bishop 
shall, in the first instance, show cause why the presentee should not be 
instituted or admitted. Provided that any question of law may, if the 
court think fit, be first dealt with. 

16. Notice to bishop to institute. (Form 16.)] If the judgment of the Court 
is in favour of the presentee, the registrar shall forthwith serve on the 
biship a notice that if within one month after the judgment he fails to 
institute or admit the presentee, the official principal of the archbishop 
will institute or admit the presentee if there is no other impediment. 

Procedure an Appeals under section nine. 

17. Report of Commission. (Form 17.)] Where a commission reports 
that an incumbent has been negligent in the performance of the 
ecclesiatical duties of a benefice the commission chall state in the report 
in what respects he has been so negligent. 

18. Notice of appointment of curates and inhibition. (Forms 18, 19, 20, 21.) ] 
(1.) Where a bishop appoints one or more curates to a benefice without 
requiring the incumbent to do so, he shall forthwith serve on the incum- 
bent notice of the appointment. 

(2.) Where a bishop inhibits an incumbent from performing all or any 
of the ecclesiastical duties of his benefice he shall forthwith serve the 
inhibition on the incumbent, and an inhibition shall not be deemed to be 
issued until it is so served. F 

(3) The notice and inhibition shall etate the terms of the report of the 
commission, and may be served by sending the same by registered letter, 
addressed to the incumbent at his last known address in England or 
Wales, and by eending a copy thereof by istered letter addressed to 
‘* the churchwardens’’ of the church or chapel belonging to the benefice, 
accompanied by a direction to fix the copy on the principal door or notice 
board of the church or chapel, and the churchwardens shall cause it to be 
so fixed: Provided that if the incumbent, within one month after the 
appointment of a curate or the issue of an inhibition, serves on the bishop 
a request for a copy of the notice of appointment or inhibition, accom- 
panied by an envelope duly stamped and addressed, the bishop shall 
forthwith enclose in the envelope a copy of the notice or inhibition and 
post the same. 

19. Notice of appeal. (Forms 22,23.)] (1) An appeal against the appoint- 
ment of a curate or against an inbibition shall be instituted by lodging in 
duplicate with the registrar within one month after the appointment or 
the issue of the inhibition a notice of appeal stating the grounds of 
appeal, and accompanied by two copies of the notice of the appointment, 
or of the inhibition or of both, as the case may be; and the appellant 
= serve a copy of the notice of appeal on the bishop witbin two days 
thereafter. 

(2.) A notice of appeal shall contain’ an address for service, being an 
address in England and Wales. 

20. Grounds of appeal not stated in the notice.) (1.) A ground of appea? not 
stated in the notice of appeal ehall not be entertained by the Court except 
with the consent of the bishop or by leave. 

(2.) An application for leave to amend a notice of appeal may be made 
at, or aS any time before, the hearing of the appeal, and leave may be 
grantee upon such terms as to adjournment or postponement of the 
hearing, and as to costs and otherwise, as may be thought fit. 

21. L’vocedure at hearing of appeal.) Subject to the provisions of rule 
twenty the appellant and the bishop may cn ths hearing of the appeal 
raise any point, call any witness, and tender any evidence, notwithstanding 
that the point was not raised, the witness was not called, and the evidence 
was not tendered at the inquiry before the commission. 

22. Withdrawal of notice of appeal, (Form 24.)] At any time before the 
hearing the appellant may withdraw his notice of appeal by lodging 
not'ce thereof with the registrar and by serving notice thereof on the 
bishop, and thereupon such judgment or order may, upou the application 
of either party, be made as may be thought fit. 
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Time and Place for Hearing. 

23. Notice of time and place for hearing. (Form 25.) After the pleadings 
in a matter have been closed, or after an appeal has been“instituted, as the 
case may be, the registrar shall serve on the parties fourteen days’ notice 
of the time, and if a plece other than the Royal Courts of Justice is fixed, 
of the place, fixed for hearing the matter or appeal. 

24. Postponement of hearing. (Form 26.)| Where the hearing is post- 
= day for the hearing shall be fixed, and the registrar shall 

mediately serve notice of the postponement, and of the day so fixed, on 
the parties. 

25. Adjournment.| The hearing of a matter or appeal, when once com- 
menced, shall proceed so far as, in the opinion of the Court, may be 
practicable or convenient from day to day, but the Court may adjourn the 
hearing if the Court think fit. 


26. Power of Court to proceed in absence of parties.| If a party fails to | 
appear at the time fixed for the hearing of a matter or appeal, the Court, | 
if satisfied that the party so absent was duly served with notice of the 


hearing, may proceed with the hearing in that party’s absence. 


Extension of Time and Settlement of Preliminaries. 

27. Extension of time. (Forms 27, 28.)] (1) Subject to the provisions of 
the Act, the time appointed by these rules or fixed by an order may be 
extended upon such terms as to costs and otherwise as may be thought fit, 
and although the application for such an extension is not made until after 
the expiration of the time so appointed or fixed. 

(2) Subject as aforesaid, the time appointed by thes: rules for lodging 
@ pleading or other document may, unless it be otherwise ordered or 
directed, be extended by consent in writing. The written consent shall be 
lodged with the registrar at the time when the pleading or document to 
which it relates is lodged. 

28. Settlement of preliminarics by post.] For the purpose of determining 
the mode of conducting the hearing, the admitting of certain facts or the 
proof of them by aftidavit, the settling of any interlocutory application by 
agreement, or for any other purpose, the parties may be communicated 
with in writing, amd may be required to answer such inquiries as may be 
made, and may be given such directions as are thought fit. 


Evidence. 

29. Evidence.) (1) The evidence at the hearing of a matter or appeal 
| be given vird voce, but at any time, and whether before or at the 
hearing, for sufficient reason, it may, on the application of their party, be 
ordered or directed that any particular facts may be proved by 
affidavit, and that the aflidavit of any witness may be read at the hearing, 
on such conditions as may be thought fit, and that any witness whose 
attendance ought for some sufficient cause to be dispensed with, be 
examined by interrogatories or otherwise before a perzon to be appointed 
for the purpose, provided that when it appears that the other party bond 
Jide desires the production of a witness for cross-examination, and that 
such a witness can be produced, an order should not be made authorising 

the evidence of that witness to be given by aflidavit. 

(2.) Depositions so taken before a person authorised to take them may 
be used at the hearing without calling the deponent unless it is otherwise 
ordered or directed. 

30. Protection of witnesses.) Witnesses attending the court shall be 
entitled to the same protection as witnesses attending the High Court. 

31. Proceipe for subpena. (Form 29.)| Where it is intended to sue out a 
subpena, @ precipe for that purpose shall be filed with the registrar, and the 
registrar shall deliver a svbpena to any person filing the precipe. 

32. Contents of subpena. (Forms 30,31.)] Every subpena other than a 
subpena duces tecum shall contain three names where necessary or required, 
but may contain any larger number of names. No more than three 


be 


persons ehall be included in one subpena duces tecum, and the party suing | 


out the same may sue out a subpena for each person if deemed necessary or 
desirable. 
33. Correction of errors in a subpoena.) 


any error in the names of the parties or witnesses, and may have the writ 


re-sealed upon having a corrected pracipe of the subpona marked with the | 
words altered and re-sealed, and signed with the name and address of the | 


pereon suing out the suhpwna. 
34. Service of subpoena.) 
by delivering a copy of the writ and of the endorsement thereon, and at 
the same time producing the original writ. 
(2) The service of a subpoena shall be of no validity if not made within 
twelve weeks after the date of the writ. 


Production and Admission of Documents. 


35. Production of documents.) At any time during the pendency of any 


matter or appeal the production upon oath, by a party thereto, may be 
o of such of the documents in his possession or power relating to 
such matter or appeal as may be thought right, and any such documents, 
when produced pursuant to such order, may be dealt with in euch manner 
a5 appears just. 

36. Doewments referred to in pleadings, (Form 


32, 33.)] 


Either party 


shall be entitled at any time before or at the heating of the matter or | 


appeal to serve notice on the other party in whos pleading notice of appeal 
or affidavit reference is made to any document, to produce that document 
for np ane ge m4 the party giving the —_ e, and to permit him to take 
copies thereof, and any party not complying with the notice sh 
afterwards put that document tn evide — without leave. relives 
37. Notice to produce. (Form ’sA.)| Either party may serve on the other 
party notice to produce such documents as relate to the matter or appeal, 
aud are in the poseession or control of such other party, and if the notice 


is not complied with, secondary evidence of the contents of such docu- 


ments may be given by the party who gave the notice. 


: In the interval between the suing | 
out and service of any subpoena, the party suing out the same may correct | 


(1) The service of a subpena shall be effected | 


38. Notice to admit; (Form 35.)| Either party may serve on the other 
party notice to admit any documents saving all just exceptions, and in 
case of neglect or refusal to admit after such notice, the costs of proving 
avy such document shall be paid by the party so neglecting or refusing, 
whatever the result of the matter or appeal may be, unless at the hearing 
the Court certify that the refusal to admit was reasonable ; and no costs of 
proving any documents shall be allowed unless notice to admit has been 
given, except where the omission to give the notice is, in the opinion of the 
taxing cflicer, a saving of expense. 

(To be continued), 











LAW SOCIETIES. 

THE SELDEN SOCIETY. 
The Master of the Rolls presided on Wednesday over the annual general 
| meeting of the members of the Selden Society, which was held in the 
| Council Room, Lincoln’s-inn Hall. Among those present were Lord 
| Justice Romer, Mr. Justice Cozens-Hardy, Mr. Inderwick, QC., Mr. 
| Elton, Q.C., Mr. P. O. Lawrence, Q.C., Mr. Renshaw, Q.C., Mr. War- 
| rington, Q.C., Sir Howard Elphinstone, Bart., Mr. B, Fossett Lock (hon. 
| secretary), and others. 

The report stated that the society still shews a slight increase in the 
number of its members, which was 273 for 1898, as compared with 265 for 

1897. Volume XII. of the publications, being ‘‘ Select Pleas in the Court 
of Requests,’’ was edited by Mr. I. S. Leadam, and published in July 
as the volume for 1898. Volume XIII., for 1899, will be a volume of 
‘Select Pleas of the Forests,’’ by Mr. G. J. Turner. A large portion of 
this is already in the press, and the remainder is advancing towards com- 
pletion. It will be published in the course of the year. Volume XIV., for 
1900, will be a volume on the ‘‘ Municipal Records of Lincoln and Beverley,”’ 
by Mr. A. F. Leach. The preparation of this is well advanced, and ic is 
believed that it will be ready for the press in the course of the summer. 
It has not been thought desirable to carry out the scheme of joint 
publication of the reprint of the Year Books of Edward II., which was 
referred to in last year’s report as being then under consideration. ‘The 
council accordingly propose to proceed with their own plan, and hope to 
commence the publication in 1902 and to continue it in alternate years, 
with the intention that the Year Books sha!l take the place of the 
ordinary publications for those years. ‘This will be an expensive under- 
taking, and the council reserve the power to make an appeal for special 
contributions, in pursuance of the suggestions made at the annual 
meeting of 1897. But they believe that, if the future income of the 
society be maintained at its present figure, they will be able, with the 
help of the balance now accumulated, to carry it through at the proposed 
rate without such an appeal. ‘he regretted illnecs of Professor Maitland 
will probably make it impossible to commence the publication earlier. 
The council have heard with much satisfaction that he is making steady 
progress towards recovery. 

The Master or THE Ro xis said: There is a matter which I should like to 
refer to, and that is to express our regret ut the loss of Lord Herschell, who 
certainly assisted us, not only by his name, but by the interest which he 
took in this society. He came forward as our president at a time when 
our prospects were not so bright as they are at present, and I have no 
doubt that he really helped us over a crisis. Passing to the report of the 
| council, he congratulated the society upon the slight increase ia the 
number of its members, which was 275 last year as compared with 265 for 
1897. He hoped they would find more men who took an interest in these 
historical matters than at present made their appearance. One of the best 
volumes they had had of late years was ‘‘ Select Pleas in the Court of Re- 
| quests,’’ which was edited by Mr. I. 8. Leadam, and published as the volume 
for 1898. It had not been thought desirable to carry out the scheme of 
joint publication of the reprint of the Year Books of Edward I1., which was 
referred to in Jast year’s report as being then under consideration. As 
regarded the Treasury he, as Master of the Rolls, could not get any more 
money out of them than was enough to finish the work they were engaged 
upon. They took the view that these were not matters for which they 
had any right to apply for money. Indeed, they had written him 
asking how long be was going to beg for assistance. They proposed, 
| therefore, to prcceed with their own plan, and hoped to commence the 
| publication in 1902 and to continue itin alternate years, with the intention 
that the Year Books should t:ke the place of the ordiaary publications for 
those years. He concluded by moving the adoption of the report. 
| Mr. Justice Cozuns-Hanpy, in eeconding the motion, said he hoped the 
| good work that had been done in the past would secure a long life for the 
| society. 

The report was unanimously adopted. 

Mr. Exton, Q.C., proposed, and Mr. Joun Hun7rr seconded, a motion 
| that the thanks of the meeting be accorded to Lord Justice Romer for 
| his services as vice-president during the past four years, a position which 
he had consented still to hold. + 

The proceedings closed with the customary compliment to th: 
proposed by Mr. B. G. Laxey, and seconded by Mr. Munro: 





president, 


LAW ACCIDENT INSURANCE SOCIELY. 
ANNUAL MEETING. 
The sixth annual general meeting of the Law Accident 
Society (Limited), was held on Wednesday at the otflice’, 21 
Ricuanp Pexninoron, the chairman, presiding. 


The report stated that the income of tte society for the year had 
| amounted to £150,483 7s. 9d., as against £79,001 13s. 0d. for the previous 


Th rance 
5, Strand, Mr. 
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financial year. The claims were £63,219 16s. 1d. and the reinsurance 
premiums £14,733 5s. The expenses of management were 
£20,385 9s., and the commission £13,876 16s. 4d. A sum of 
£2,512 18s. 7d. had been allowed by way of bonus to policyholders in 
reduction of their premiums. After allowing and providing for all items 
of income and expenditure, there remained a reserve fund of £20,000, and 
a credit balance of £28,132 2s. 6d., making together £48,132 2s. 6d. Out 
of this credit balance, the directors recommended that a dividend of 6 per 
cent. (free of income tax) should be paid for the year 1898. Policies of 
insurance had been granted to employers indemnifying them against their 
liabilities under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1898, which came 
into force on the Ist of July, 1898. Special care had been exercised in the 
selection of risks, and the directors felt satisfied with the result of the 
society’s operations in this direction. During the year further reinsurance 
treaties had been entered into—a class of business which the directors 
desired to extend. 

Mr. Epwarp T. Ciirronp (manager and secretary) having read the 
notice convening the meeting, 

The CxarrMan, in moving the adoption of the report, called attention to 
the death of the late Lord Herschell, who was one of the trustees of the 
society. He spoke of his great skill as an advocate and of his knowledge 
as a lawyer, and said that he invariably, in his (the chairman’s) experience, 
attended to the cases that were entrusted to his care. When Lord 
Herschell became Lord Chancellor in 1892 for the second time, he (the 
chairman) happened to be president of the Incorporated Law Society, and 
he could speak as to Lord Herschell’s unvarying courtesy on all occasions, 
and his readiness to listen to the representations of the Law Society, and 
to give those representations his best consideration. He desired that the 
meeting should offer to Lord Herschell’s family its sympathy with them in 
their bereavement, and, without taking a formal vote, would assume that 
this was in accordance with the wishes of the meeting. Turning to the 
accounts, he called attention to the very considerable increase in the 
premium income. The total premium income was £127,767, giving a 
gross income of £130,383, as against £79,091 forthe previous year. At the 
last annual meeting he had told them that the society had expended a con- 
siderable sum in special efforts to secure a proper share of the business to be 
transacted under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, and he was glad to 
say that the anticipations he then expressed had been realized. Since 
the society was formed in 1892 it had made great progress. In 1893 the 
gross premium income was £6,677, the reinsurance premiums £884, the 
bonuses £26, the net premium income £5,767, the claims £484, the 
expenses of management £4,343, and the ratio of claims and manage- 
ment expenses to net premium income &2°3. At that time there was no 
rpecial reserve. ‘There was a small general reserve of £1,350. Naturally 
there was no dividend. The figures for the succeeding years were as 
follows : 1894, gross premium income £29,444, reinsurances £2,044, bonuses 
£391, net premium income £2,709, claims £5,020, expenses of management 
£11,927, ratio of claims and management 62°6—a very censible reduction, 
general reserve £12,000, dividend 5 per cent., the amount being £1,250. 
In 1895 the gross premiums were £48,915, reinsurances £3,798, bonuses 
£766, net premiums £44,351, claims £22,058, expenses £20,566, ratio of 
claims and expenses 95:10, special reserve £11,826, general reserve £13,306, 
dividend 5 per cent., yielding £1,786. In 1896 the gross premiums were 
£60,935, reinsurances £4,748, bonuses £1,502, net premiums £54,685, claims 
£26,718, expenses £24,009, ratio of claims and expenses 91°17, — 
reserve £18,433, general reserve £16,579, dividend 6 per cent., yielding 
£3,000. In 1897 the gross premiums were £75,654, reinsurances £4,434, 
bonuses £2,028, net premiums £69,192, claims £42,245, expenses £26,841, 
ratio of claims and expenses 90°8, special reserve £20,000, general reserve 
£15,553, dividend 6 per cent., yielding £3,000. In 1898 the gross premiums 
were £127,767, reinsurances £14,733, bonuses £2,512, net premiums 
£110,522, claims £63,219, expenses £34,337, ratio of claims and expenses 
88°8, special reserve £20,000, general reserve £28,132, dividend 6 per cent., 
yielding £3,000. This shewed on the whole a very satisfactory state of things. 
Of course last year was an exceptional year—the special expenses were 
all thrown upon income in accordance with the practice of the: society— 
but the society was now beginning to feel the effects of that expenditure, 
and he hoped this would be the case in greater force in future years. The 
reserve was £20,000, and the credit balance £28,000, which might be con- 
sidered to be a clear assurance fund. The dividend was not paid this year, 
as previously, out of the income of the invested funds, but to some extent 
out of the trade profits. The dividend could have been larger, having regard 
to the proportion thereserve bore to the net premium income; but the board 
thought it was their duty to build up a strong reserve. The board were 
extremely anxious that every branch of the business should prosper, and 
that they should not obtain increase of income merely from one source, 
but that there should be a steady increase in every branch. The Work- 
men’s Compensation Act came into operation last July, but the major part 
of the business in the office in that branch was transacted soon after the 
Act passed, and therefore the risks then accepted were rapidly running off, 
which was a favourable feature. The manager had asked him to draw atten- 
tion to a matter which ought to be generally known—namely, the unexpired 
liability for claims made under the policies issued in connection with the 
Act. There was an unknown liability connected with what was regarded 
as permanent disablement injuries, and it was provided that compensa- 
tion should be paid as long as disablement lasted, so that payments might 
goon for an almost indefinite period. The directors had arranged for pay- 
ment of a lump sum in such cases, so that they might know exactly their 
position. With regard to the difficulty of interpreting some of the clauses 
of the Act, the society had joined the Accident Offices Committee, and 
Mr. Clifford was appointed one of the members of the sub-committee 
which was instructed to prepare rates, which had been accepted, 
and which was fairly reliable. But on other matters the directors 





had found themselves out of harmony with the Accident Offices Oom- 
mittee, and the society had severed its connection with the committee, 
The directors regretted it very much, but, having gone — carefully into 
the subject with the general , considered it was right they should 
do so. Of course risks must be rated on their merits. Different 
and even the same trades, varied in their degree of liability under the Act, 

Mr. Sam Brecuam seconded the motion, which was carried unanimously. 

On the motion of Mr. Brrcuam, seconded by Mr. Jonnson, the — 
directors, Mr. Pennington and Mr. W. Melmoth Walters, were re-el 

On the motion of Mr. Jounson, seconded by Mr. Horwoon, the retiring 
auditors, Messrs. Price, Waterhouse, & Co., were re-elected. 

Mr. Cottrs moved, and Mr. Horwoop seconded, a vote of thanks to the 
chairman and directors, and to the manager and staff, which was adopted. 

The Cuarrman returned thanks. , 

Mr. Currrorp also responded, observing that it was an immense satis- 
faction to him and to the staff to know that what they had done and were 
doing met with the approbation of the board and of the shareholders. 





UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


March 13.—Mr. Yates in the chair.—Mr. E. G. Bretherton moved: 
“That a Censorship of Plays is undesirable, unnecessary, and imprac- 
ticable.”” Mr. F. W. Sherwood opposed, and the debate was continued by 
Messrs. Woodcock, Richardson, Hubbard, Yates, Davey, and Mutter. The 
motion was lost. 

March 20.—Mr. W. 8. Sherrington moved : ‘‘ That the case of George v. 
The General Burglary Insurance Association (Limited) was wrongly decided.”’ 
Mr. W. J. Boycott opposed. The other ers were Messrs. Richardson, 
Davey, Weigall, Williams, and Kains-Jackson. The motion was carried. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


BIRMINGHAM LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


The annual dinner of this society was held on Saturday. Mr. Justice 
Bruce presided iu the absence, through illness, of the Master of the Rolls, 
the president. Amongst the company were Mr. Justice Phillimore, the 
Lord Mayor (Alderman Beale), his Honour Sir Richard Harington, his 
Honour Judge Whitehorne, Messrs. A. R. Jelf, Q.C., R. H. Am 
Q.0., Hugo Young, Q.C., Registrar Parry, and E. O. Smith (Town ). 

The toast of ‘The Queen ’’ was duly honoured. 

Mr. Justice Bruce, in proposing the toast of ‘“‘The Birmingham Law 
Students’ Society,’’ said that since he had been a judge he had almost 
forgotten how to speak, but had learned the almost forgotten art of listen- 
ing. He, however, found it necessary to say something on this particular 
occasion. Before the Judicature Act was passed the procedure of the 
English courts was very different from what it was now. Then there were 
three or four judges sitting in banco, and they listened to the arguments 
of counsel and decided upon the result of the arguments. Appeals went 
to the Exchequer Chamber, ——_ over by the two chiefs and the two 
senior judges, and it was only on very rare occasion that appeals were 
taken from this court. Now appeals were taken from court to court, 
and every man, to use a sporting phrase, had an equal chance at start- 
ing. The law, however, was different from sporting. Ifa man put 
money on a horse the matter was soon over, but if they engaged in law it 
was prolonged. They could start at the court of first instance, go to the 
Court of Appeal, and even then all the resources were not dried up, for 
they could, if they chose, go to the House of Lords. It was the case of 
double or quits, and, perhaps, when they got to the House of Lords, treble 
or quits. He could not speak too highly of trial by jury, because of the 
advantage of having a jury to take a common-sense view of the case. It 
was impossible to attach too much importance to this mode of trial. The 
tendency had been of late years to do away with the technicalities of 
pleadings, and so facilitate the progress of an action, and this would be of 
great advan to lawyers and to litigants themselves. In time copies 
of these old forms would only be seen in museums, as shewing how 
things were done in former years. Addressing more particularly 
the students, he urged them to study diligently that part of the 
law which would appertain to their practice from day to day. 
The Birmingham Law Students’ Society was a model society, and an 
energetic society. By such intercourse as it promoted they were enabled 
to gain ter knowledge of their profession and greater skill in its prac- 
tice. The membership of such a society had many advantages, the last of 
which, and not the least, was that it enabled them to dine together. 

The Hon. Secretary (Mr. A. Hamilton McBean), in respon > spoke 
of the society as being in a most flourishing condition. They 276 
honorary members, among whom were included judges of the hest 
courts, while the number of students was eighty-five. Their law 
were attended by eighty-five students, and at their mock trial last October 
= had about a thousand persons present. : 

is Honour Judge Wurrrnorne ae. “The City and Corporation.” 
A friend of his had described Birmingham as a self-satisfied city, and his 
honour thought that if the self-satisfaction were justified, the compliment 
was a high one. He spoke of the readiness of citizens to do 
for the city of their birth or adoption. When a Birmingham man made a 
fortune he generally devoted it to three objects. He thought of stocking 
his cellar and his kitchen, and he did not eens him ; then he filled his 
shelves with the best books, and covered his walls with the best pictures ; 
but by far the part he spent for the benefit for his fellow-citizens. 

The Lory Mayor responded to the toast, and observed that 
had enjoyed properous times, after having waited a very long time for 
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them. It had been said that Birmingham was not satisfied with the place 
ia which it found itself on the circuit. It accepted all the advantages of 
being the last place, but wanted none of the disadvantages, which, he 
supposed, were unavoidable. The Law Society of Birmingham had, as 
they had a perfect right to do, instituted an inquiry as to any oe 
which took place. He was not particularly sanguine that they would find 
that there had been any injustice whatever; but if there had been, no 
doubt they would call attention to it. It was just possible that they were 
hardly accustomed to the somewhat rapid methods of the eminent judge 
who ided over the Commercial Court in London, and who presided at 
Bi ham at the last assize. He was quite satisfied that if they found 
that any injustice was done, no one would be more anxious to set it right 
than her Majesty’s judges. 

Dr. SHowett Rocers proposed the toast of ‘‘ Bench and Bar.’’ He 
associated with the bench and the bar the watchwords ‘‘ Justice and 
Liberty.’’ They might be commonplace words, but they were glorious 
phrases. He contrasted the legal business of this country with that of 
other lands, and mentioned the travesty which was going on in France, 
as illustrating how much we had to be thankful for. 

Mr. Justice Puriimoo0Rre, in responding to the toast, agreed with his 
brother judge upon the question of pleadings, feeling that they often 
became extremely onerous. To a large extent they had turned over a new 
leaf in the matter now, or, rather, they had gone back to something still 
older. He thought that, with a wise judicial use of that procedure, they 
might shape action so that they might cheaply, and easily, speedily, and 
satisfactorily get cases tried in all parts of England. It had been his lot 
to be very much mixed up with cases requiring some knowledge of foreign 
law, and foreign procedure, and to deal with cases which had come or had 
threatened to come before foreign courts, and he had come to the con- 
-lusion that there was no country in the civilized world in which the law’s 
delay was less than in England, and no country in which the business was 
done in the way in which it was conducted in this country. He did not 
except even the United States of America, for with all the proverbial 
quickness of the American, cases could be settled twice over in this 
couutry before they were determined in the courts of America. 

Mr. A. R. Jetr, Q.C., also responded to the toast. 

Mr. H. Eapen proposed ‘‘The Birmingham Law Society,’’ and 
mentioned that it was in a sound position, both financially and 
numerically. 

Mr. A. Pornton responded. 

** The Chairman ”’ was the only remaining toast, and it was proposed by 
Mr. H. A. Pearson; and Mr. Justice Brvcr briefly responded. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


We regret to record the death of Mr. Narnaniet Brinces, the senior 
partner in the firm of Bridge, Sawtell, & Co., of Red Lion-square, London. 
He had entered bis eightieth year, and died, so to speak, in harness, having 
been at business within a few days of his death, which was caused by a 
severe attack of influenza. He graduated at Trinity College, Cambridge, 
and joined the firm of Bridges & Mason in 1845, and in 1864 the then firm 
of Bridges & Son was reconstituted. Mr. Bridges was held in great 
esteem by a large circle of friends and clients, by whom his services were 
much appreciated, for he was eminently the family lawyer, who knew how 
to give wie counsel in the most delicate family matters requiring tact as 
well as acquaintance with law. He was also considered an expert in 
ecclesiastical law, and was formerly much consulted in various important 
questions, such as tte tale and purchase of livings, and gave valuable 
evidence before the committee of the House of Lords upon the Simony 
laws. He was a man of quiet and unobtrusive manner, and his influence 
for good among a large circle of friends and acquaintances was very 
marked. The business of the firm was originally founded by Mr. Brook 
Allen Bridges, uncle to Mr. Jobn Bridges, in K«sex-street, in the last century, 
and was removed to Red Lion-square upwards of a century ago, where it 
has ever since continued. 


The death is announced of Mr. Wiit1am Suenwoop, clerk of the peace 
for Reading, and senior member of the firm of Metsrs. Lamb, Brooks, & 
Sherwood, of Reading, Basingstoke, Odiham, and Aldershot. Mr. Sher- 
wocd was admitted in 1874 and carried on an extensive conveyancing 
practice. He was solicitor for Lord Bolton’s Hampshire estates and 
steward of several manors. He was election agent to Mr. A. F. Jeffreys, 
M.P., when Mr. Jeffreys first contested the Basingstoke Division of Hants. 


Sie Wiitux Were Harwaxn, solicitor, of Rochester, died at his 

i on Saturday evening from an attack of influenza. He was 
admitted a solicitor in 1434, and settled at Rochester in 1441. At the early 
age of 26 he was elected Mayor of Rochester. He severed his connection 
with the corporation upon his appointment as Clerk of the Peace, a position 
which he held for 45 years, resigning it on his election as Mayor, for the 
soond time, in 1896. Upon the occasion of his first mayoralty, says the 
Times, he Claimed to be the youngest mayor in England, and upon the 
latter occasion he claimed to be the oldest. In recognition of the probably 
unique circumstances attending his second mayoralty the Queen conferred 
opm him the honour of knighthood. He was also the recipent of one of 
tae medals ordered to be struck by the (Queen in celebration of Her 
Majesty’s Diamond Jubiice in 1897. Among the many appointments he 
held, were those of the Clerk of the Peace, Registrar of the County Court, 
clerk to the Trustees of St. Bartholomew's Hospital, clrk to the Com- 
mietioners A Taxes, and District Registrar of the High Court of Justice. 





He was the leader of the Conservative party in Rochester for nearly half a 
century. He was an ardent Churchman and was a member of the execu- 
tive committee of the Diocesan Board of Education, chairman of the 
Rochester Ruri-Decanal Church Schools Union, and chairman of the 
Roche:ter Church Schools Association. He was also a magistrate for 
Rochester, and was for come years an officer in the West Kent Yeomanry. 


APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. James Waker Ciypespatz, barrister-at-law, who during the past 
nine months acted as Railway Solicitor to the Government of Western 
Australia, was admitted at Perth, Western Australia, cn the 21st inst., a 
Solicitor and Barrister and Commissioner for Oaths of the Supreme Court 
of Western Australia. 


Mr. James Scutty, barrister, has been appointed Reader in Equity to the 
Council of Legal Education, in the place of Mr. L. G. Gordon Robbins, 
deceased. 


Mr. Josern Watton, Q.0., has been appointed Chairman of the General 
Council of the Bar in the place of Mr. Justice Cozens-Hardy. 


Mr. WarrincTon, Q.C., has been appointed to fill the vacancy in the 
General Council of the Bar caused by Mr. Justice Cozens-Hardy’s 
elevation to the bench. 


GENERAL. 


Mr. Justice Bames had arranged to return to London on Wednesday, 
but his doctor would not allow him to leave Ipswich. He continues to 
improve in health, however, and hopes to return to town this week. 


Mr. Justice Bucknill announced on Monday that he did not propose ta 
take any common jury case which could not be finished in the day, as he 
had been requested, in consequence of Mr. Justice Gorell Barnes's indis- 
position, to sit in the Probate Division. He added that he should probably 
sit in that division until Mr. Justice Barnes was able to resume his 
duties. 

In the defence of criminal cases in the West and South-West, says a New 
York paper, it is a common practice for counsel to avail themselves of 
errors in spelling as objections to the sufficiency of indictments and other 
legal documents. In a Missouri indictment for hog stealing it was charged 
that the defendant stole eight head of hogs—‘‘ one sow with both ears off, 
of the value of ten dollars, three guilts marked with a swallow fork and 
upper bit in the right ear, of the value of five dollars each, and four shoats,’’ 
worth two dollars and a half apiece. It appears that a gilt isa young sow, 
and the Supreme Court has held that the indictment is valid notwithstand- 
ing the erroneous insertion of ‘‘u’’ in the word. The Texas Court of 
Criminal Appeals has also recently upheld a verdict of guilty, although in 
wiiting out the word the jurors omitted either the ‘‘1’’ or the ‘‘ t,”’ so that 
it read ‘‘ guily ’’ or “‘ guity.”’ 

At the funeral service for Lord Herschell, held in Westminster Abbey 
on Tuesday, the pall-bearers were:—The Lord Chancellor, the United 
States Ambassador, the Earl of Kimberley, Mr. Ba'four, M.P., Lord 
Strathcona (High Commissioner for Canada), Lord James of Hereford, the 
Speaker, Sir Henry Roscoe, Mr. Victor A. Williamson, C.M.G., and Mr. 
Francis W. Buxton, and there was a large attendance of judges, lawyers, 
and personal friends. The officiating clergy were the Dean, Archdeacon 
Furse, Canon Wilberforce, Canon Gore, Canon Robinson, and the Pre- 
centor, Dr. Troutbeck. Pealm xc. was sung to Purcell’s music, the lesson 
being read by the Dean. Then came the anthem, ‘‘ He will swallow up 
death in victory ’’ (3. 8. Wesley). The final hymn was ‘‘ Great God what 
do I see and hear?”’’ At the conclusion of the service the ‘‘ Dead March ”’ 
in Saul was performed, all the congregation standing meanwhile, and ai 
the people left the Abbey Schubert’s *‘ Marche Solennelle ’’ was played. 
Lord Herschell’s remains were on Wednesday interred in ‘Tincleton 
Churchyard, near Clyffe, in the presence of representatives of the Queen 
and Prince of Wales, and a large number of relatives and friends, 





COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rora or Reaisrrags 1m ATTENDANCE ON 


Date Appeat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
. No. 2. Nonra. STIRLINa, 
Monday, March...............27 Mr. Leach Mr. Carrington 
esday 28 Lavie 
Carrington 
Godfrey Lavie 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Kexewion,. Romer. Byane. 
Monday, March.....1.0.2006+27 Mr. Greswell Mr, Farmer Mr, Jackeon 
POOR OG 00000. 0000+s000000000000 88 Church King Pemberton 
Wednesday .......... 26 Greswell Farmer Jackson 
Thursday ..... é Church King Pembeiton 


The Easter Vacistion will commence on Friday, the 31st day of March, and terminate on 
Tuesday, the 4th day of April, 1999, both days inclusive. 








Waxrstno To intexpina Hovse Purcuasens ann Lessees.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined, Tested, and Reported upon by an Expert from The Sanitary 
Engineering Co, (H. Carter, C.K., Manager), 65, Victoria-street, West- 
minster. Fee quoted on receipt of full particulars, Wstablished 2+ 
years. Telegrams, ‘‘ Sanitation.”’--[Apvr.] 
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THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 

March 24.—Messrs. E1iuson & Sons, at the Mart, at 2, Freehold Ground-rents in South 
Lambeth, Brixton, Denmark Hill, and Stoke Newington; value over £300 per annum. 
Also Leasehold Ground-rents in Paddington and South Lambeth ; value over £230. per 
annum. Solicitors, Messrs. Tarry, Sherlock, & King, London. (See advertisement, 
March 18, p. 3 : 

March 5) Devinn, Tewson, Farmer, & Brivcewarer, at the Mart, at 2 
(Re the Land Securities Co. (Ltd.), ia Liquidation (Fourth Sale)), in Lots, the followin; 
properties :—Chislchurst : Thirteen Freehold and Leasehold Resid , the total rent-ro 
of the whole being £1,255 per annum. South Kezsington: Five superior Freehuld and 
long Leasehold Town Houses, in good positions, and together estimated to produce £754 
perapnum. Rotherhithe : A capital Wharf, in a good position, three minutes’ walk from 
Rotherhithe Railway Station, with a long frontage to the river ard to Rotherhithe-street, 
let at £165 per annum. Chiswick: Six Shops and Dwelling-houses, in a convenient 
position, five minutes’ walk from Turnham-green Station, all let, and producing £231 per 
annum. Sydenbam: For Investment or Occupation, five capital detached Residences, in 
the most favourite parts, close to the Crystal Palace grounds, and within easy distance of 
several railway stations. Brixton and Herne Hill: Five capital Shops and five Private 
Residences, in good positions, witbin easy reach of Brixton, Herne Hill, and Tulse Hill 
Railway Stations, rent-roll being £492 10s. perannum. Surrey: Two Freehold Residences, 
about 1} mi'es from Godstone Station. on the S.E.R., whence there is a direct access 
the City and West-end, and close to Blindley Heath, on the main road _to East Grinstead. 
Croydon: AFreehold Residence, about twelve minutes’ walk from East Croydon, New 
Croydon, and Addiscombe Railway Stations. So‘icitors, Messre. Ashurst Morris, Crisp, & 
Co; and Messrs. Kennely, Hughes, & Ponsonby, of London. (See advertisements, 
March 11, p. 5. 

March 2 Roperr Tivey & Sov, at the Mart, at 2, modern Freehold Block of 
Shops and Offices, Nos. 46 and 47, Bow-lane, Cheapside, let at £545perannum. Solicitors, 
Messrs Harry Dade & Co, London, (See advertisement, March 18, p. 3; this week, p 5.) 

March 29.—Messrs. Frank Joiiy & Co., at the Mat, at 2, in 3 Lots, Freehold Ground- 
rents, amounting to £120 per annum; secured upon 30 Houses in Hounslow. So’icitors, 
Messrs. Mackrell, Maton, Godlee, & Quincey, London. (See advertisement, this week, p. 5.) 











WINDING UP NOTICES. 


London Gazette-—Fripay, March 17. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luatep 1x CHANCERY. 

Bessawin Brooxt & Co, Luursp—Creditors are required, on or before May 23, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Ernest 
Cooper, 14, George st, Mansion House 

Brookmans Goto Expionation AND Finance Association OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA, 
Liren—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 1, to send their names and addresses, 
aud the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr William Slingsby Ogle, 90, Cannon st. 
Lumley & Lumley, 15, Old Jewry chmbrs, eotors for liquidator : 

C: mpressep Gas Co, Limrrepo—Petn for winding up, presented March 14, directed to be 
heard on March 29. Sweetland & Greenhill, 23, Fenchurch st, solors for er, Notice 
of appearing must reach the above-named not Jater than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 
March 28 

Iste or Wicutr Brewery Co, Limrreo—Creditors are required, on or before April 25, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Arthur 
Goddard, St. George’s House, Eastcheap . 

Loypon AND Biruincuam Canat Carryinc Co, Limitep (1N VouunTary Liguipation}— 
Creditors are required, on or before April 30, to send their names and ad , and the 
particulars of their debts or claims, to Alfred James Graham, Worcester Wharf, 
Birmingham. Newey & Son, eer solors for liquidator : 

Nasu, Limirep (1x Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or before April 18, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Sydney 
Jeffreys, 22, Queen st Lumley & Lumley, 37, Conduit st, Bond st, solors for liquidator 

New Jevia Nireare Co, Luutep—Creditors are required, on or before 4 pril 28, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Walter 
Francis Mills, 37, Walbrook. Goldberg & Co, 2 and 3, West st, solors to liquidator 

Sanpes & Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before April 30, to send their 
nams and addresses, and the particulars of their debts and ciaims, to James Bishop 
Laurie, 2, Gresham bldgs, Basinghall st = 

Tyxe Gienpowrr Sreawsiiv Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before May 6, 
to send in their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 

J. Primrose Lindsay. Mercantile chmbrs, Quayside, Newcastle on Tyne. Ince & Co, St 

Bene't chmbrs, Fenchurch st, solors for liquidator 

FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 


Mosstaxe Frienpiy Socitery, 124, Pembroke p), Liverpool, March 3 





London Gazette.—Tvurspay, March 21. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LimitED in CHANCERY. 

Arnicas Coxsouipatrep Lanp Axp Travixe Co, Linrren.—Peta for winding up, presented 
March 16, directed to be heard on March 29. Lesser & Co, 47, Leadenhall st, solors for 
petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above named not !ater than 6 o’clock in the 
afternoon of March 25 

Amita Soap Bynxpicare, Linrrep (1x Liquiparion) —Creditors are required, on or before 
April 21, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to James Edward Costello, 3, Throgmorton avenue 

* Avasuine”’ Steamsiir Co, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before May 4, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Henry William 
Bennett, Billiter bldgs 

Cye_e ano Evecrro-Piatixa Co (Savities’), Liwrrep — Creditors are required, on or 
before April 17, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Arthur Gordon Hood, Royal —— Middlesbrough 

Economie Gotp Exrracrion Co, Liurrev—-Creditors are required, on or before April 17, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particuiars of their debts or claims, to 8) dney 
Jeffreys, 22, Queen st. Russell & Arnholz, 17, Gt Winchester st, solors for liquidator 

Eurine Newsrvaren Co, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before May 1, to send their 
ay and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Harry J. Gully, 11, 

ocd Jane 

Evrorean anv Coonan Invesruent Syxpicars, Liwren—Creditors are required, on 
or before May 2, to send their names and addresses, and the?particulars of their debts or 
claims, to John Henry Champress, 108, Cannon st. Leonard & Pilditch, New Broad st, 
solors for liquidator 

Grornck Dinnex, Liarrep—Creditors are required, on or before May 2, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William Thomas 
Ogden, 6a, Austinfriars, HMmanuel & Simmonds, Finsbury circus, solors for liquidator 

Harmony Co, Linrrep—Petn for windin up, presented March 20, directed to be heard 
on March 29. Francis & Co, St Stephen's chmbra, Telegraph st, solors for petner. 
Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the after- 
noun of March 28 

Lanzi Exrionation Co, Linvrep—Potn for winding up, presented March 15, directed to 
be heard on March 29. Stone, Billiter sq bldgs, solor for petner. Notice of appearing 
must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of March 28 

N.AP. Wixvow Co, Litrren—Petn for winding bY oe ar March 15, directed to be 
heard March 29. Hoyle, Parliament manana, ctoria st, Westminster, solor for 








petitioning creditors. Notice of appearing musj reach the above-named not later 
than 6 o’ in the afternoon of March 28 
Ofirected to be heard March 29. Miller & Co, Bt Btephea’s chmbre Telerteph st colors 
irec ea: ’ i : Ts, st, © 
for petnere. Notice of a ing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock 
in the afternoon of 
Vea.te & Co, Lumren—Creditors are required, on or before April 12, to send their names 
sa. and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Joseph May Coon, Et 
us’ 


Witsuire Steamsuir Co, Limirep (tn Votuntary Liquipation) —Creditors are required, 
on or before April 22, fo send their names a dresses, and the ticulars of ther 
debts avd claims, to John Russell Elliot:, Royal Insurance bldgs, a9 st, Newcastle 


on Tyne 
FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED, 
a eH} Merry Surrnerps, Trossachs Hotel, Barking rd, Canning Town, Essex, 
arch 13 
Susrenpep ror Tourer Montus. 

Faiznv-1n-Neep Lopez, A.N.O.U.O F, Frizxpty Socizty, Duke of Camtridge Hvtel, 

Duke st, St Helens, Lancs. March 7 
Faienpiy Society, King’s Head — 4 Ockendon, Essex. March 6 
oo Sunpay Scnoot S1ck anv Buriar Society, National Sunday School, Mu-bury, 

cs. 6 





Tue Soxtcrrors’ Bustness TransFek AND Partnersuip AcEncy.—This 
Agency bas been established for the purpose of offering to Solicitors 
facilities for Purchasing and Selling Practices and Pertnerships. Similar 
facilities have for a long period been enjoyed by tLe Medical and other 
Professions.—For full particulars apply to the Secrerary, 31 and 32, 
King William-street, E.C. 

For Txroat Irriration anp Covcu.—‘‘ Epps’s Glycerine Jujubes”’ 
always prove effective. They soften and clear the voice, and are invaluable 
to all suffering from cough, sorenes:, or dryness of the throat. Sold only 
in labelled tins, price 7}d. and 1s. 1}d. James Epps & Co., Ltd., Homao- 
pathic Chemists, London.—[Apvr. ] 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cuarm. 
London Gazette.—Tvrspar, March 21. 
Soon, dom Henry, Liverpool April 29 Fdge v Lothrop, Kekewich, J Quizg'n, 
ms 
Exuiot, fae Robert, Matilda st, Barnsbury, Cab Proprietor April24 Elliot v Eiliot, 
Btirliog, J Attenborough, Ely pl, Holborn : 
Leyxanp, Epwarp, St Joha st rd, Clerkenwell, Funeral Furnisher April 14 Gcode v 
Collins, Byrne, J_ Daniell, Gt Winchester st 
Surru, Annie Reeves, Esplanade Hotel, Seaford, €ussex April 10 Vaughton v Vavzhton, 
Kekewich, J Bedford, Newhaven 
Surra, Georce Reeve, Explanade Hotel, Seaford, Hotel Proprictor April10 Vaughton 
v Vaughton, Kekewich, J Bedford, Newhaven 
Wes, Ricnarp, Gloucester rd, Kew April 18 Norman v Nerman, Stirling, J Fiske, 
Norfolk st, Strand 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICI. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, March 3. 
Appisoy, Jouy Garrerr Curtis, Fulham, Civil Engineer Mayi1 Saltwell & Co, Stone 
bldgs, Lincoln’s inn 
Axcu, Le Pontrhydfendigaid, Cardigan, Farmer March 25 Smith & Co, Abery- 
stwyt 
Baxer, Saran, Boscombe April3 Chapman & Co, Henrietta st, Cavendish sq 
Barper, Marcaret, Rhyl, Flint April13 Pierce-Lewis, Rhyl 
Bisnor, Hexry, Birmiogham, Tin Lantern Manufacturer March 25 Foster & (ov, 
Birmingham 
Bi aa Jounx Tuomas, Nottingham, Undertaker Apil3 Goodall & Son, Notting- 
m 
a Grorce, Hitchin, Norfolk, Farmer March 15 Bircham & Stoughton, Faken- 


am 
Burke, Rey Cuantes, Monkton, York April15 Spink & Brown, York 
Ciay, Saver, North Evington, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer March 9 Bulman, 


Leicester 
C.ioAKxs, Tuomas Epwiy, Walbrook, Hardware Merchant April 1S Farman, Walbrook 
Coyyemara, the Right Hon Gxrrrupe Lawrence Kvicut, Baroness, Grosvernor st 


April 6 Collyer-Bristow & Co, Bedford row 
Cousens, CHances Hveuss April 12 Goddard, Cornhill 
Crane, Jane, Kensington April15 Mead & Sons, Arundel! st, Piccadilly cireus 
Curtis, Many Seutna,Clapham March 81 Faithfull & Owen, Vic‘oria st 
Desxs, Many Ayy, Ipswich April 4 Gooding, Ipswich 
Dewuvurst, Heyry, Preston, Auctioneer March 25 Thompson & Oakey, Preston 
Exuert, Saran Mary Rowss, Plymouth April15 Weekes, Plymouth 
Exwert, Urnsvia Exizanern, Plymouth Aprill5 Weekes, Plymouth 
Fawkes, Harner, Penge March 31 Dixon, Chelmsford 
Gasket, Avnet, Stockport, Licensed Victualler March 1S Newton & Son, Stockport 
Grruine a. Wylde Green, Warwick, Glaes Merchant March 2 Seymour & Cb, 
am 


Birmi 


Ginsex, David, Halifax, Coal Merchant March & Ingram & Huntriss, Halifax 
Goprotp, Cuarues, and Ewity Gopnorp, Streatham April 1 Carpenter & Soas, 


Laurence Pountaey lane a 
Green, Tuomas, Gt Bromley, Essex, Farmer April 4 White & Son, Colchester 


Hau, James Resoens, Golear, nr Huddersfield, Innkeeper April 1 Ramsden & ©, 


Huddersfield 
Havysox, Josern, Northampton, Wine Merchant June 1 Dennis & Faulkner, 


Haw oon Cuantss Henry, Colchester, JP April iz Elwes & Turner, Colchester 
Huwrtiey, Tuomas, Enfield, Bank Clerk April 4 Emanuel & Simmonds, Finsbury cireus 
James, Many Avy, Handsworth March 25 S2ymour & Co, Birmingham 

Krrs, Many Any, Portishead, Somerset April 10 Gwynn & Masters, Bristol 

Keen, Rey Wiitsan Brows, Fairford, Gloucester Apr 5 Norton & Co, Victoria at, 


Westminster 
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Sa 
Morcax, Exizanern, Caerleon, Mon April 10 Laybourne, Newport, Mon 
Moonrz, Joszrn Heyry, Northampton June1 Dennis & Faulkner, Northampton 
Muacerrivcr, Frances, Balham March 20 Rogers, Chancery In ‘ 
Munk, Wiiu14m, MD, FRCP, Finsbury sq April21 Bastard, Brabant ct 
Nasu, Wii11am Txomas, Beyton, Suffolk, Butcher March 11 Woolnough & Co, Bury St 
Sheet ieee: St Leonards on Sea, Mineral Water Manufacturer April 4 Timbrel 
& ton, King William st 
OrensHaw, Joun, Rochdale March 81 Jackson & Co, Rochdale 
Oram, AtrreD GrorcE, Tottenham March31 Clarke, Clapham 
ParrrincE, Lovisa Axce.ina, South Kensington April17 Coote & Co, Broad st House 
Pensertuy, Henry, Helston, Cornwall April10 Bolton & Co, Temple gdns, Temple 
Qorycz, Svsaxnan, Cambridge April10 Button & Aylmer, Newmarket 
Rozerts, Rosgrt Epwiy, Arundel March 25 Holmes & Co, Arundel 
Ryver, Resecca, Boscombe April 29 Shute & Swinson, Birmingham 
SavaceE, Joun, Macclesfield, Yeoman April4 Taylor, Macclesfield 
SHaw, Owen, Sowerby Bridge, York, Wine Merchant May1 Farrar, Halifax 
Suerratt, Mrs Even, Cheltenham March 20 Ticehurst & Sons, Cheltenham 
Sxipwokez, Miss Diana, Stourbridge March 17 Collis, Stourbridge 
Saitu, Joan, Bristol, Baker March 25 Stevens, Bristol 
Srappex, Joun, Minehead, Somerset March 31 Powning, £alisbury, Wilts 
Srevenson, Frances Ann, Liverpool April1 Gibson & Co, Portugal st bldgs 
Wittiams, Cuar.rs Basit, Caerleon, Mon April10 Searle, Newport, Mon 
Witsoy, Harnist Janz, Upper Clapten March 31 Ranger & Co, Fenchurch st 
London Gazette.—Tvurspay, March 7. 
Banmepere, panne Userto Jory Barsati, Wimbledon May1 Smith & Sons, Lincoln’s 
le 


Bgamizy, Wit11am, Liverpool, Farmer March 30 Evans & Co, Liverpool 
Brewer, ALEXANDER Dixciez, Cornwall, Agricultural Merchant March 23 Hearle & Co, 


Brooke, Tuomas, Coulsdon, Surrey, Hotel Proprietor April S Miller & Co, Salters’ 


Cappicx, Davin Liewettyy, Sunderland Aprili Marshall, Sunderland 
CampsELi, ANDREW, Marden, Kent May1 Hollams & Co, Mincing In 


Cueney, Susanna Auprosr, Old Weston, Huntingdon, Farmer AprilS Deacon & Son, 
Peterborough 
Cox, ALrrep Wit1iam, Streatham April6 Phipos, Camomile st 


Dez Boaxp, Rut, New Brighton, Chester April 9 Holden & Cotton, Birkenhead 
Dovetas, a Tee Saran, Dungiven, Londonderry, Ireland Apiil 8 Hores & Co, Lincoln’s 


Fatt, Riceanp | Crarmont, Gledhow gdns April 7 Francis & Calder, Adelaide pl, 


Foon, Heyry, Fu April 23 Spyer & Sons, New Broad st 
Gitt, Spomase Butier Epacumsez, Buckland Monachorum, Devon April7 T & H 


Gnance, Manta, North st, Caledonianrd April 4 Sewell & Co, Old Broad st 

Gaisrson, Samvet Mansett, Liverpool, Solicitor April15 Grierson’ & Mason, Liverpool 
Guxtoy, Gzoncz, Manchester April18 J & E Whitworth, Manchester 

Hoveuton, Farxy, Clifton, Bristol April 3 Cumberland, Bristol 

Jonzs, Axx, Tulse hill April18 Lindsay & Co, Ironmonger lane 

Jorpan, AnceLina, Cardigan April 21 Morgan & Richardson, Cardigan 


MEIKLE, ania, and ANNA a E, Newcastle upon Tyne April24 WJS& JAS 
Scott, Newcastle upon 
Moore, Grorcr, Maidstone April 7 Case & Roper, Maidstone 


Mokrzis, Victoria Manta, Freshwater Bay, I W April5 Blount & Co, Arundel st 
Rocers, Freperick, Bristol March 14 Atchleys, Bristol 

Sore, Rev Witti1am Anstoe, Crudwell, Wilts June1 Drew, Cheltenham 

Srusss, Francis, Scarborough April10 W & W 8 Drawbridge, Scarborough 
Switnensank, James, Leeds April 15 Chadwick & Sons, Dewsbury 

Tazor, Zome, Camden ter, Turnham green, Baker April 17 Marshal & Co, Hammer- 


si 
Taman, Joun Witu1am, Birkdale, Worsted Spinner April 11 Patchett, Birkdale 
Toisox, Josern, Dewsbury, Provision Merchant April 22 Chadwick & Sons, Dewsbury 
TsenamMAn, James, Devonport April5 Shelley & Johns, Plymouth 

Tucker, Epwix, Weston, nr Bath May7 Simmons & Co, Bath 

Vesey, Anrnur Henry, South Croydon April8 Simpson & Co, Moorgate st 

Wane, Mary Anvin, Harrogate, York Aprilé Kirby & Son, Harrogate 


Watvwor, The P-- and Rey Artuur Grorce E " 
me Hien a uk Gzorcre Epwarp, Stockbridge, Hants April 30 
Watss, Saran, Liverpool April10 Sampson & Co, Liverpool 


Wattoy, Many Any, Birmingham April8 King & Ludlow, Birmingham 

‘Warp, Mrs Euity Janz, Herne Bay, Kent March 31 Dixon, Pewsey, Wilts 

Wensster, Exvizaperu, Stockport April3 McClure & Turner, Stockport 

Wetsvrx, Haxyan Warsox, Robin Hood’s Bay, York April7 Russell, Scarborough 
West, Cuarves Jonx, Antony Torpoint, Cornwall April 8 Kingston, Fitzroy st 
‘Wuatz, Joux, South Shields, Seagoing Engineer March 25 Blair, South Shields 
‘Waeeunevenne, Wituam Hewny, South Kirkby, York April1 Scholefield & Schole- 


Witiiams, Waiter, Brighton, Comedian April 30 Beale & Co, Great George st, West- 


Wisner, Mary, Hornsey Aprilé Godwin & Son, Wool Exchange 
Witsox, Artuur Heyny, Liverpool April1 Bellringer & Co, Liverpool 
London: Gazette,—Frivay, March 10. 


* Amsa, the Most Hon Jvi1a Marchioness of, Chelsea April 8 Hopgoods & Dowson, 


ns 
ALimAN, Groncr James, Ardmore, Parkstone, D t, MD, FRS, L 
, co a wp _ orse’ LD April 10 
Barker, Grorar, ‘Acton April19 Atkinson & Atkinson, Hastings 

Barker, Tomas, Northallerton, York, Farmer April 8 Gardner, Northallerton 
Baxnactoven, Ame.ia, Drighlington, York May 1 James, Leeds 


Bassett, Witi1am, Kensington Aprils Biale, Fleet st 





Barrier, Exv1zaseru, Forest Gate, Essex April 19 Browne & Co, Coleman st 
Brae, Mary Axx, Regent’s park April10 Kimbers & Boatman, Lombard st 
Betxiairs, Beavcname Sr Jous, late commanding HMS Jackdaw Aprill4 Bellairs, 


yedon 
Deusare, CHARLOTTE AnNE, Wimbledon March 23 Cameron & Co, Gresham house 
Bexverr, Witt1M, Halifax April14 Storey & Williams, Halifax 
Bentixck, Baron Jou Wittram Hewry, Ealing June 5 Caprons & Oo, Savile pl, 
Conduit st 
CHEESEMAN, roesae Taxon, Hove, Sussex, Agent April 10 Cockburn & Rodgers, 


ove 
Cuxsszr, Henny, Wood Green, Veterinary Surgeon April 1 Pitchforth & Co, Bucklersbury 
CLAVERING, a Lae Cone, Harrogate, York April13 Taylor & Newborn, Epworth, 


r Do 
Corren, the Rey Witt1am Lawnzence, West Coker, Somerset Mayl Newman & Co, 


Yeovil ; 
Cuwunc, James, Sketty, nr Swansea, Marine Engineer April 17 Ingledew & Co, 


ae, Walworth April10 Booth, Camberwell rd 

Dunn, Cuartes GrorcE, Liverpool, Merchant April 30 Batesons & Co, Liverpool 
Epnonps, James Crarke, Dartmouth April10 King, 5, Gray’s inn sq 

Etuis, Sornia Mary, Liverpool April12 Wilson & Co, Liverpool 

Firtpnovusr, Ann, Leeds April 15 Cranswick, Leeds 

Peary, Grangas § Simpson, Wraysbury, Bucks April 21 Leggatt & Co, 5, Raymond 


Gray’s 
Gieps, MarGaret, Carisbrooke, I W April 22 Gunner & Wilson, Newport 


Gisss, Rovert, Banbury, Oxford April7 Aplin & Co, Banbury 

Gress, Roser Sura, Carisbrooke, I W April 22 Gunner & Wilson, Newport 
Gopse.t, Exiza, Camden rd April5 Tempany & Co, Bedford row 

GoopsgeLL, Saran, Woodchurch, Kent April1 Hallett & Co, Ashford, Kent 

Govan, Purr, Reigate, Surrey April15 Nisbet & Co, Lineoln’s inn fields 

Gree, Cuanves, Bishop's Castle, Salop, Skinner April 12 Griffiths, Bishop’s Castle 
Grey, Dame Exiza, South Kensington April1l Pears & Co, Sackville st 

Grey, the Rt Hon Sir Gzonce, South Kensington April1l Pears & Co, Sackville st 
Haryes, Berry, Egham, Surrey, Plumber April9 Janson & Co, Finsbury circus 
Hassact, Mary Exizanetu, Nottingham May2 Watson & Co, Nottingham 
Hawkes, Henry Howe, Southernhay, Exeter April9 Wright, Lincoln’s inn flelis 
Henrson, Amis, Ramsey, Essex, Farmer April 28 Elwes & Turner, Colchester 
Hoi, Ropegy Dunant, Norwich April 17 Kent & Son, Norwich 

ivrme, Witttam Carter, Gorton, Manchester, Commercial Traveller April 8 Taylor, 


Ashton under Lyne 
Isaac, Emma, Wessleaben cres, Maida Vale April19 Grunebaum, Ely pl 


Jackson, CaTHERINE, Stalybridge April8 Whitworth & Co, Ashton under Lyne 
Janvis, SAMUEL, Kilmington, Somerset April5 Cruttwell & Co, Frome 

Jonzs, ABEL, Rhyl, Flint, Builder April 11 Bromley, Rhyl 

Kine, Ayn, Rodborough, Gloucester April1l1 Davis, Stroud, Glos 

Leccert, James, Great Yarmouth March 20 Burton & Son, Great Yarmouth 

Lijpens, CugisT1An Heinricu, Hamburg April10 Goldberg & Co, West st, Finsbury cir 
Lywe, Tuomas Bensamin, Hornsey Park rd April15 Mills & Co, Brunswick pl, City rd 
Marsuatt, Warren Jamus, Patterdale Hall, Westmoreland April 29 Robinson & 


Sheffield, Beverley 


Newron, the Right Hon Wituram Joun Baron, Belgrave sq April8 Houseman & Co, 
Prince’ 's.st, Storey’s gate 
Ommanney, Francis, Gt Winchester st April18 AR & H Ste:le, College hill 


Parker, Tuomas, Manchester, Confectioner May1 Phythian & Bland, Manchester 
Peterson, Evizasetu, Newcastle upon Tyne April 18 Hoyle & Co, Newcastle upon 


e 
Pipveczon, AMELIA Heruzipan, Great Yarmouth March 16 Burton & Son, Great Yarmouth 
ii = TxomAs Harrison, Wolverhampton, Accountant Mareh 27 Perry, Wolver- 


ampton ‘ f 

Price, Joun, Birmingham, Chandelier Polisher April3 Restall, Birmingham 

Procter, Wi.iaM, Leighton Buzzard Aprilil Voss, Bethnal green rd 

Ruopes, Susay, Manchester March 15 Mercer, Manchester 

—— Arxo_tp Ep»svunp, Manchester, Engineer April 11 Dixon & + Linn, Man- 
chester 

Roz, — Patmer Grirritns, Clapham April 24 Arnold & Co, Laurence Pountney 

Ross, Anne, Kingston upon Hull April1l Frankish & Co, Hull 

Row .ey, Hanyau, New Brighton, Chester March 31 Wilson & Cowie, Liverpool 

SarispuRy, Tuomas, Tottenham April8 Hodgkinson, Bolton 

SitvestTer, JANE, Chalton, Hants April18 Arnold & Co, Chishester 

Smmxixs, Cuartes Wickexs, Lowdham, Nottingham March 31 Dowson & Wright, 
Nottii 

Surrn, Was Rumyey, and Mary Pearman Suiru, East Ham, Essex April6 Smith, 


racechurch st j : 
Spesrey, Epwarp, Chaddesden, ur Derby April 29 Priestley, Derby 


Srocx, Henry Dawizt, Folkestone April 24 Whichcord, Canterbury 

Street, Avy, Buxton March 25 Taylor & Brown, Buxton 

Street, Joux ALLEN, Buxton, Saddler March 25 Taylor & Brown, Buxton 

Swarnsoy, CuristorHer Grain D’ORGE, Ealing April 10 Barnes & Bernard, Finsbury 


Ta sxon, Lavi, St Leonard’s on Sea April3 Westwood, Birmingham 

Tunriy, Joun, Nottingham May2 Watson & Co, Nottingham 

Turton, Henry, Staveley, Derby May1 Stanton & Walker, Chesterfield 

Var, Raupu, Darlington, Yeoman March 31 Jennings, Bifhop Auckland 

WakerizELp, Jou, Birmingham, Machinist April17 Baker, Birmingham 

WAKEFIELD, Hannan, Edgbaston, Warwick April17 Baker, Birmingham 

Watxer, the Rev Josern, Great Billing, Northampton April10 Fox & Co, Victoria st 

Watt, Witi1Am, Malmesbury, Wilts April15 Clark & Smith, Malmesbury 

Warne, Jane, Winshill, Derby April10 Goodger & Son, Burton on Trent 

Waxrptz, Wit11AM, Winshill, Derby April10 Goodger & Son, Burton on Trent 

‘Wicxnas, the Rev Horace Epwanp, Bedford March 31 Halliley & Stimson, Bedford 

Wootverroy, James, Great Yarmouth, Auctioneer March 16 Burton & Son, Great 
Yarmouth 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazetie.—Fripay, March 17. 
RECEIVING ORDERS 

Apis, Freperick WituiAm, Norwich, Florist Norwich 
Pet March 14 Ord March 14 

Bisuorp, ArrHurR, Coleorton, Teste General Dealer 
Burton on Trent Pet March15 Ord March 15 

Buackxsurn, Jonux, and Gzorce B.Lacksvry, “Chorley, 
Lanes, Clothiers Bolton Pet Feb 24 Ord March 1 

Bowkett, Witiram Henry, Wolverhampton, F nomen ml 
Wolverhampton Pet March 14 Ord March 15 

Brotners, Esanest CHARLES, Leather Seller 
Canterbury Pet March 13 Ord 

Bryay, Grorce ALFRED, ona Hire ‘Trader Brent- 
ford Pot March 11’ Ord March ii 

Canyon, GrorGe , thy Woterloouitle, Hants, Painter 
Portsmouth Pet March 14 Ord M: 

Coox, Cartes Henry, Horsham, See 's Assist- 
ant Brighton Pet March13 Ord March 13 

Cook, Revsgn Harowp, Surbiton, Surrey, Brickmaker's 
Manager Kingston, Surrey Pet March 13 Ord 
March 13 

Coazee, Bese Joseru, Leeds Leeds Pet March3 Ord 


Crowek, ALBERT, South Heigham, ene 
Bricklayer Norwich Pet March 1 
DaseE.t, Ernest, Newport, I of ove China Dealer , +a 
Pet March 13 Ord March 1 

Epwasps, Exizabetn, Hereford Hereford Pet March 2 
Ord March 15 

— Tuomas Joun MAnset, Seaypenty, Grocer 

mtypridd Pet March13 Ord March 1 

Guu a Georce Wit.im, South Molton, Devon, Butcher 
Barnstaple Pet March 10 Ord March 1 

Hazarp, Cuapres, Ryde, I of W, Baker ‘Newpot Pet 
March 14 Ord March 14 

Hiveuey, A E, Cradley Heath, ontien Dealer Stour- 
bridge Pet Feb 21 Ord March 1 

Honmseare. Joux, Woolston, Southampton, Shoemaker, 

Southampton Pet Feb 28 Ord March 

Hvussanps, Groner, Long Eaton, } a ay a Machine 
Builder Derby Pet March 14 Ord March 14 

Hyianp, James, =H 4 Manchester Manchester 
Pet Feb 28 Ord March 

Kypp, ALEXANDER a Manor Park, Essex, 
Builder High Court Pet Marchi3 Ord March 13 

Le Ricue, Cuartes Pavt Hucn, and Arrnavur WILLIAMS, 
Hereford, Hosiers Hereford Pet March 13 ‘1d 
March 13 

Langs 2 J G Hassop, Derbys Derby Pet Feb 24 Ord 


sie “G A, Gunnersbury High Court Pet Jan 7 
Ord March 14 

Meenz, ALBERT Puitiip, Wakefield, nig Labourer 
Wakefield Pet March 14 Ord March 1 

Mircuett, Wit.1aM, Fish st hill, Baker High Court Pet 

- March - March 14 

“—_ ~ ng AMUEL Hannan, Old Bilton, nr Harrogate, 
Yorks,Mason York Pet March 13 Ord March 13 

Pavuty, Mitzs Artuur, Hove, Sussex, Clerk Brighton 
Pet March 13 Ord March 13 

Raw.inson, ALFRED, Market Rasen, Fae Seedsman 
Lincoln Pet March 18 Ord March 

Rosson, Mattuew, Langley Moor, Durham, Stoneman 
Durham Pet March 13 Ord March 1 

Rocnze & Porter, ey ot Liverpool 
Pet Feb 13 Ord March 1 

Szamark, Harry Lestiz ee Luton, Bedford, 
Baker Luton Pet March13 Ord March 

SERGEANT, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Jenn Staffs, [ee 
Stoke upon Trent Pet March 1 Ord March 

Suawyer, Owen Evans, Landport, »e- x. Portamouth 
Pet March 14 Ord March 1 

-— H, ———- Se oe Builder Portsmouth’ Pet March 

r 

£witu, Jose * Belbroughton, Worcester, Farmer Stour- 
bridge PetMarch 13 Ord March 13 

Tuomas, THomAs, epee Glam, Grocer Aberdare 
Pet March 15 Ord March 1 

Wat, James, Cheltenham, ‘Builder Cheltznham Pet 
Pet March 13 Ord March 1 

Watrers, Byrom, Nuneaton, Fish Merchant Coventry 
Pet March 15 Ord March 15 

Wuirrueap, ow Oldham, Clerk Oldham Pet March 11 
Ord March 1 

Wi:so0n, Jony, Wath upon ” sea Tailor Sheffield Pet 

Ord March 1 


J 1 


March 13 
inal notice substituted for that petans in 
the London Gazette for Jan 17: 
Campbe.t, James, Berwick upon Tweed, ‘ seueeed New- 
castle on Tyne Pet Jani2 Ord Jani: 
Amended notice substituted for that Dublished i in the 
mdon Gazette of March 7 

Lozrrrevr, Caries, Wolverham n, 

Wolverhampton Pet March 2 March 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Avery, Witiiam, and Wiitiam Jesse Avery, East Grin- 
stead, Butchers March 24 at 1.30 Railway Hotel, 
Grinstead 
a Witiiam, Manchester, Tea Merchant March 
27at3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
Bravwey, Frank, Clapham March 27at 11.30 24, Railway 
app, London bridge 
Brenxrox, Witi1am James, St Encoder, Cornwall, Boot 
Maker March 25at12 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 
Broruers, Ennest Carvers, Ramsgate, Teather Bell Seller 
ch 25 at12 Off Rec, 73, Castlest, Canterbury 
CampBELL, James, Berwick upon Tweed, Printer March 28 
at 10.30 Off Ree, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 
Caxxox, Grorck ALBERT, Waterlooville, Hants, 
March 29 at 3.30 Off Rec, Cambridge junction, High - 4 
Portsmou' 
CaRTMEL ts yg: Kendal, Commercial Traveller March 
29 at 11.30 Grosvenor Hotel, Stramongate, Kendal 
CoppEN, A pNEY WILLIAM, Portsmouth, Hants, Boot Maker 
March 8 at8 Off Ree, Cambridge junction, High st, 
Fmt 2 

bE Musrtiz, Jose Mania, Liverpool, Shipsture Dealer 
April 12at12 Off Reo, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 


Tobacconist 
2 


March 29 at 12 
, Auctioneer March 


E.us, Epwry, 
Off Rec, 35, Fistorte ot, Li 


SOR, FREDERICK VERNON, 
8 


24 at 12. 
Fe.tuam, James, head, Anglesey March 24 at 4 


Crypt chmbrs, row, Chester 
—— ose el Kent, Barman March 24 
a Railway a on —_— 


Gipson, Marraew, Leeds, nger 2t at 11 
Off Rec, 22, Park row, 

GoLiEy, GroRGE Aya South Molton, Devon, Butcher 
March 24 at 2 South Molton 


H: — Bigh ot y » Driver March 27 at 3 

Harris, Henry, pete otel Proprietor March 24 at 11 
O# 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

Jackson, Joun, Chirk, Denbighs, Farmer March 25 at 12.3) 
Hand Hotel, Chirk 


Kypp, ALEXANDER Macpnerson, Manor Park, Esser, 


uilder March 24at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Lampert, James ALEX Arpeste a York, Clerk March 
24at2 Off Rec, 
MacDonatp, SAMUEL, aig Baker March 23 at 12 
Off 85, Victoria st, Liverpool 
er Cram Es, Leicester, Boot ~~ aaa March 2! at 3 
oO 1, Berridge st, Leiceste 


Nett. aoe Bane EL Hanna, ola Bilton, Hatrogate, 
Yorks ks, Mason March 28 at 12.15 Off Rec, 23, Stone- 
gate, York 

Patmer, H & Co, Hounsditch, Basket endhante March 
24 at IL ay md bldgs, Carey st 

Pome Rosert, Darwen, Lancs, ware Dealer March 
24 at 2.15 County Court ong Blackburn 

Parker, WILLIAM ae Bi: saaaions, 9 ama 
pl March 24at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Ca’ 

Pearsati, Bensaminx, Kidderminster, Licensed "Victualler 
March 24 at 2.45 ~ pe Thursfield, Solicitor, 12, 
Oxford st, Kidderminste 

Raw inson, ALFRED, Market Rasen, Lincs, Seedsman 

. 2 Jos ay Off Rec, » Sl, typed, Linco'n eit 

EES. Joseru, Penygraig, nr Pon ulier are 
4at12 135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

emia, Jonny, Lianelly, Ironmonger March 24 at 11 30 
Off , 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

Ropertson, Roserr Bower, eceube, Hants April 13 
at 11 County Court beng > Cheltenham 

Scotney, CHARLES, ee Leicester, Licensed Victualler 
May 24 at 12.90 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Suaw, GrorGE So t Grimsby, Corn Desler 
March 24 at11 Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Great ay 

Suawyer, Owen Evans, Landport, Jeweller March 29 a 
8 Off Rec, Cambri am High st, Portemouth 

Smiru, Grorce, Land; March 28 at 330 Off 
Rec, Cambridge junction, = st, Portsmouth 

Suva, “ Ames Percy, Holme, Westmorland, Cattle Dealer 
March 29 at 11 Grosvenor eee Kendal 

Srenstey, WiLtiam JAMES, ALTER FREDERICK 

= ENSLEY, and Rosert Craic, Chester, Provision Mer- 


ts March 24 at 3 Crypt chmbrsa, Eastgage ro #, 


= 

Srixx, Grorar, Leeds, F:iuit Salesman March 24 at 12 
Off 22, Park row, 

Srry, Perctvat Gus, Fulbam, Actor March 27 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy blégs, Carey st 


SpurcEeon, Wituiam Hewyry, and Jouyx Lewis, South 
Lambeth, Jobmasters March 24 at 12 Bankruptcy 
bldgs Carey st 

Stott, James, Rochdale, Boot Maker March 24 at 11-15 
Townhall, Rochdale 

Tuomas, A! Josern, St Mary, Haverfordwest, 
Pain‘ March 25 at 11.30 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, 
on 


Watros, Henny, and Tuomas Watton Horsiey, Brig- 
house, Dyers March 25 at 11 Off Rec, Townhall chmbrs, 


Halifax 
Wit.iams, Henry Howanp, Carmarthen, Licensed Vic- 
tualler March 25 at 11 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Car- 


marthen 

Witiiams, WittiaAm Tuomas, Cardiff, Clerk April 5 at 12 
117, 8t Mary st, Cardiff 

Youne, Ropert Cuar.es, Kidderminster, Provision Dealer 
March 24 at 3 Spencer Thursfield, Solicitor, 12, Oxford 
st, Kidderminster 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
dave, Frepernick Witi1am, Norwich, Florist Norwich 
et March 14 ‘1d March 14 
neue James, Tunbridge Wells, +" Doctor Tun- 
bi Wells Pet Feb9 Ord March 
Bisnor, Artuur, Coleorton, Leics, ed Dealer Burton 
on Trent Pet March 15 Ord March 1 
Bowketr, WiLt1AM Henry, Wolverhampton, Speeoqvene 
Wolverhampton Pet March 14 Ord March 1 
Brorners, Esxest CHARLES, ~ Teather Seller 
Canterbury Pet March13 Ord 
Cannox, GrorGE ALBERT, Weteroovill, Hants, Painter 
“s Ww con oe aaa J M fact 
Curtp, Witt1aAmM CHARLES, am ufacturer 
Canterbury Pet Feb 13 Bameeate 3 10 
Cook, Cuartes Henry, Horsham, Sussex, Clothier's 
Assistant Brighton Pet March 13 Ord March 13 
Coox, Revsen Haroxp, Surbiton, Coe Brickmaker’s 
Kingston, Surrey et March Ord 


March 13 
Crowe, Aubert, South Ba Norwich, Bricklayer 
Norwich Pet March13 Ord March 13 


— Tuomas Joun MaAnseEt, Serenestn Glam, 
Grocer Pontypridd Pet March 13 Ord March 13 
Guuuey, Grorcz Wii11aMm, South M om, Roven, Butcher, 
Barnstaple Pet March 10 Ord March 1 

Hixatey, A E, Cradley, Worcester Provision Dealer | 
Stourbridge Pet Feb 21 Ord March 1 

Huspanps, — —— a Derby, La ~ ag sine | 
Builder h 14 

Le Ricug, onan Bem Hvaa, B,. i -y Dicecien, 
Hereford, Hosiers Hereford Pet March 13 Ord 
March 13 

Mane, James Witu1ay Hamittox, Eiomingham, Banker 

Pet 1 Ord March 


March 
Meenz, Atpert Pair, Wakefield, See Labourer 
Wakefield Pet March 14 Ord March 14 





MucDowatp, ome, Liverr Baker Li cod Pet 
M aan, Was etic Pras Pet 
ITCHELL, WILLIAM, 
March 14 Ord March 14 


Nernuero%, ‘Saxo Hasay, < Bie, a nr Harrogate, 
Mason, Y: et March 138 Ord March 13 
Ramo yea Poste. Dorset, Licensed Vic- 
Poole Pet March 8 Ord March 15 
Pavu.y ae Arruur, Hove, Sussex, Builder's Clerk 
Pet March 13 Ord March 13 


Seedsman 
Pet March 13 On ee 
, Durham, Stoneman 


Rosson, aTeney, lentes ee 
Durham Ord March 13 

SEAMARK, K.: Lestizr Warwick, am Bedford, 
Baker Luton Pet Marchi13 Ord March 13 


SERGEANT, Freperickx ag! aby Longton, Staffs, Publican 
5 Stoke uj — gi 13 a 
HAWYE WEN Evans po eweller Portsmou 

Pet March 14 Ord March 14 


Furrn, Grorce, ~~ Builder Portsmcuth Pet 
March 14 Ord March 14 
£«17n, Josern, Belbroughton, Worcester, Farmer St2ur- 
brid Pet March 13 Ord March 13 
Aberdare 


7 “y Tomas, ——, Glam, Grocer 
wane To Cheltenham, Builder Cheltenham Pet 
March 13 Ord 


OLivE 
t 


Raw. on a roe Mar 
Lincoln 


March 15 Ord March 15 
March 13 


ag ERS, By RON, ~ Merchant Coventry 
Pet March 15 Ord March 15 
wees EHEAD, My aoe Clerk Oldham [ct March 
Ord March 
Wis aes Jonny, Wathupon Some York, Tailor Sheffield 
Pet March 18 Ord March 13 
Amended notice substituted for os pemese in the 
London — 


of 
Tweed, Printer New- 


CAMPBELL, JAMES, 


castleon Tyne Pet Jan Ord Jan 12 
‘ADI UDICATION a. Aajua 
icester 


Gamete, ArTavn, —_ ee 

Oct 1898 Ann 
ay Gazette.—TvuEspay, March 21 
RECEIVING ORDERS. _ 

Baexnert, Oscar Harmon, Lem a Manager 
High Court Pet March 16 Ord March 

Been Marty, Albrighton, Galop, Oo Comission Agent 
Madeley Pet March 16 

Brvay, Cusnaae WESLEY, Fn Joun Wns Brvay, 
Swansea, Ironmongers Swansea Pet Mach 16 Ord 
March 16 

Bixys, Henry Greenwoop, Luddenden, nor Halifax, 
Enginezr Halifax Pet March 15 Ord March 15 

Biyxs, Josern Pick.es, len: nr — Engineer 
Halifax Pet March15 Ord March 

Broxar, WALTER, Fas we — ‘analytical Chemist 
Salford Pet March 3 Ord March 16 

Bouere, Jou, Maidenhead, Berks, Nurseryman Windsor 
Pet March 15 Ord March 15 ay 

Cuarman, Ropert, Great Welnetham, ou >. 
master Bury St Edmunds Pet M Ord 
March 16 

Cuarces, WiLtiAM ARTHUR, os James Stepnen Buiack- 
WELL, Leicester, Electrical Engineers High Court 
Pet March 16 Ord March 16 


CLOAKE, i Tuomas, jun, Cardiff, Shipowner Cardiff 
Pet March 15 Ord March '15 

Cocuuix, Aveu Al s Cu a - Trovor, wim gee rap Con, 
Oil Dealer Cardiff — 16 

Co_z, Samver, Green Green, Builder 
Edmonton Pet March 17 Oe March 17 


Covgrechwich, Pet March 15, Ord March 
Con mesax, Maneties, Coveeee a oy a High Court 
Coorer, Exizaseru, Stourbridge Banbury Pet March 6 
Cr sr, Jats, Nottingham Nottingham Pet Feb 25 Ord 


ous | egy vy! sum, Staffs, 

A Pet 7 ‘arch 17 

Drake, coum, ~vny RH Draper Sheffield Pet March 
16 O 


Bone, aoe, S Cardiff, Coal Dealer Cardiff Pet March 15 

Oo ? 

FArbBROTHER, ins Brabourne, Kent Canterbury Pet 
March 16 Ord March 16 


re 

Fawkes, Marmapu =~ Balham, Fancy Draper Wands- 
worth Pet March17 Ord March 

Foster, Samvet, Leleestee, Sout Manufacturer Leicester 
Pet March 17 Ord March 17 th 

Faeevey, Tuom: ay hae Ee ~y Pate ouseman fouth- 
ampton Pet 1 

Gayos, Epuunp Foormas, Base. < Company Promoter 

1 Pet March 3 a 

Hax.anp, James Sevan, F Beabtess, ‘Plumber Bradford 
Pet March 15 March 

Hvucuaes, ey oe a Notting Hill, Butcher 
High Court el 

Jaen buena Howarp Hopaes, + Pembroke, 
Farmer Pem! Pet March 4 Ord March 17 

Jayne, CHARLES ba + i go a Tea 
Merchant Croy' March 14 

Lax, Tuomas Henry, Truro, Merchant Truro Pet March 
2 Ord March 15 


Lex, Wittsan, sTedensier, Yorks, Farmer York Pet 
March 16 Ord March 1 


| Locxe, Epw sno, Thorton rom | Surrey, Architect 
Crosdon Pet Feb 10 

| Lu or, F Paepeo x Lawrence, Fazeley, emworth Birming- 

Pet Feb 28 Ord March 18 

fe. J. HL, tt Clapton-road, Provision Dealer 
High Court Urd March a oa 

| Mircue.y, be SL ag Bootmaker Y 
March 1 March 18 

Oprec a 2 crn Chatrhonme at, Watsh, amateur 
High Court t arc! 

} Paar, “Guonon JosErn, Builder Birming- 
ham Pet March16 Ord March 


CrawForb, 
ctor 








| Rowisnn, J Joux, Stratford High Court Pet Feb24 Ord 
March 16 
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SHACKLETON, Berton, and Waiter Haru Joy = De a 
Engineers Bradford Pet March 14 Ord M 
Suaw, Fraxcis, Burton on Trent, Labourer ‘Burton on 
Trent Pet March 17 Ord March i7 
Emates, Cuartes Henry, 
Dealer Newcastle on Tyre 
March 18 
Eurru, Enxest Epwanp, Gi'lingham, Kent, 
Rochester Pet March 16 Ord March 16 
Srarxs, A H, Ilford, Essex, Buildir Chelmsford Pet | 
Feb 25 Ord March 15 
Brarks, Joux, Brixham, Devon Plymouth Pet March 17 
Ord March 17 
Brensnott, Water, Liphook, Hants, Miller Portsmouth | 
Pet March 16 Ord March 16 
Tayios, Harotp Artuve, 
chester, Cycle Company's Managir 
17 Ord March 16 
Teace, Wiiuram Beysamiy, Birmingham, Commerci:l 
Travelkr Birmingham Pet March 16 Ord March 16 
Wickiyson, Tuomas Henny, Leieceter, Painter Leicest-r 
Pet March 15 Ord March 15 
Woopatt, Troms, Castlefurd, Yorks, Fruiterer Wakefield 
Pet March 17 Ord March 17 
Yourx, Hexny, Liftoa, Devoa, Farmer Pet 
March 16 Ord March 16 
Amended notice substituted for that publi hed in the 
London Gazette of Feb 3 
AgmstRoxG, Patsick Prerer, Old Traffcrd, Manchester, 
Slater Falford Pet Jani6 Ord Jan 3) 
Amended notice substituted for that published i in the 
London Gazette of March 7 : 
Wartsox, Witi:am Faryett, — tame Berks, Tutor 
Oxford Pet March4 Ord Ma 
Amended notice substituted for <a Sublished in the 
London Gazette of March 10: 
Dawsox, Jous, &t John’s Wood, Farrier High Court Pet 
March 8 Ord March 8 
Amended notice substituted for that _ in the 
London Gazette of March 
Srvcss, Ricnagp Jous, Hednesford, Staffs, Grocer Walsali 
Pet Ord March 8 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of March 1 | 
Bowxett, Witiris Henry, Wolverbampt on, + amenel j 
Wolverhampton Pet March 14 Ord March 1 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Acpis, Frepericx Wit.iim, Norwich, Florist March 30 | 
at 1230 Off Rec, 8, King st,,Norwich 
Axspezrsos, James, Tunbridge Wells, Doctor March 29 at 
= Swan Hotel, 56 and 58, The Pantyles, Tunbridge 


Apruts, Epwarp, Corfe Castle, Dorsets, Baker March 23 at 
12.33 Off Rec, Endless st, Salisbury 

Bagrett, Oscan Harwos, Clapham, Theatrical Manager 
March 23 at iL _Bankruptey bidgs, Carey st 

Bass, Jonx Roveat, jun, Gorleston, Norfolk, Labourer 
March 28 at ‘10 45 Lovewell Blake’s, South Quay, 


Great Yarmouth 
Luddenden, nr Halifax, 


Bisss, Heyer Greexwoon, 
April 10 at 11.15 Off Rec, Townhall chmbrs, 


Consett, Durham, General | 
Pet March 18 Ord | 


Builder | 


Chorlton cum Hardy, Man 
Falfo:d Pet Feb | 


Plymouth 


ax 
Bisss, Josgenu Picktes, Luddenden, nr Hslifax, Engineer 
April 10 at 11 Of Rec, Townhall chmprs, Halifax 
Bracxsces, Jous, and Grorcz — ACKBURS, Chorley, 
Clothiers March 29 at 3 , Wood et, Bolton 
Beaczcrgpiz, Samuvet, Cons a, a hire, Farmer 
March 2s atl Off Rec, 23, King Edward st, Maccles- 


Beows, gp Lorg Eaton, Derby, Builder March 23 at 3 
Off Ree , 40, St Mary’s gate, Lerby 

Beoxar, War Tee, Salford. aaniptient Chemist March 29 

23) Off Rec, Bytom st, Manchester 

Beras, Grorce Atrarp, Chiswick, Hire Trader March 2% 
at3 Off Bec, 95, Ti chmbrs, Temple av 

Cuagies, Wittras Aerucr, and James Sterugs Biacx- 
wat, Leicester, Electrical Eogineers March 28 at 2 20 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Cr agk, Mateo, New Broad st, Railway Contractor March 29 
atll@ Hankiuptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Cvox, Cuarizs Hesey, Bognor, Sussex, Clothier’s A:xist- 
ant March 2% at 24) Off Rec, 24, Railway app, 


IE, Clevelard st, March 29 | 


London 
Coxsoiit, Mave: 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey «t 


Fitzroy 24 


t, Ateret, touth Heigham, Norwich, Bricklayer 
March ® ati12 Off Rec, 5 King st, Norwich 
Date, Saucer, Hanicy, Staffs, Collier March 29 at 11 
Off Rec, King st, Newcastle under Lyme 
Datrzs, Eowrx Wit .m, Gloucester, Coal Me?chant 
ch Wati2 Off Rec, Station rd, Gloucester 
Det, Puiwir Cuseres, Chesham, Bucks, Brewer March 
Matiz 1, &. Aldate’s, Oxford 
Deacz, Josern, Doneaster, Draper March 2% at 2.0 Off 
Ree, Figtre< in, Bhethield 
Wititas A Hatmyptm, Ironmonger 
29 at 12 2 ~ a, Railway app, London bdge 
Goowact, Josnes Hasisrox, Castleford, Miller March | 
Zatil Off Rec, 6, Bond ter, Wakefield 
Grerxsvun, Bosext Beuss , Bacup, Brush Manufacturer 
March 2 at 11 16 Townhall, Kochdale 
Hixvs, Hien sx“ss, Rushden, Chemist March 29 at 
12m Of en, County ? we Sheep st, Northampton 
Hizazv, Curnces, » ee | Maker March 7 at 11 
On kee, Newpat, i W 
Huwnsorr, Joux, Woolston, _Soutl ataptom, Ehoemaker 
S, - Bats15 Off Kec, 172, High st, Southarmpton 
Lamp. Janes, Karparhey, gene "March 2 at 3 
WG bee, By Byrom +, Manchester 
Seem Darts, na, Mom, Innkeeper 
st Merthyr T74fil 
Jan, he eee, Dorseta, Baker March 2% at 1 
Zadless x, Salebas abrary 
Les, Witssan, Matton cum HaslewoA, co 
Wi st 1215 Off Kee, %, Momegate, ¥ 
ae = af G A, Crasmerstrary March & a 


bidgs, Carey 
Manrvos, Provision Dealer 


ern} He per Ta rupecy bidys, Carey «t 


Maconas, Hever, Crawerwk, Durhata, Builder 


Gasvises, 


March 2 at 12 
Off Rec, 
Farmer 
Bank- 


March 


| i! 
_ 14, 
March | 


| Pemperton, Henry, Wolverhampton, Boatman 


| Savi, 


| Sira, 


Pr 11.30 Off Rec, Mossley chmbrs, Newcastle on 

MircueEtt, aw, Hessogeie, ae Maker April 4 at 
12,15 ff Rec, 28, Sten 

. Tig Ae March 28 at 2.30 


MircHeE.t, Wa Fish st 
Bankruptcy bids, Carey st - 

Morewoop, GeorcE Eowarp, Clapham March 29 at 11.30 

24, Railway app, London bdge 


| Mcves, Sipoyesy Grorce, Pentre, Swansea, Grocer March 


29 at 2.15 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swavsea 
Oviver, FLORENCE Marra, Poole, Dorset, Licensed Vic- 
tualler March 29 at 1.30 Avtelope Hotel, Poole 


| Pavity, Mires Arrnur, Hove, Sussex, Builder’s Clerk 


March 28 at 12 Off Ree, 4, Pavilion bldgs, —— 
at 1130 Off Ree, Wolv erhampton 

Price, Jouy, Aston, eee Builder March 29 at 12 
174, Corporation st, ae 

FREDERICK GrorcE, i 
Traveller March 29 at 11 
Birmingham 

Serceant, Frepericxk Wi tttam, Longton, Staffs, Publican 
March 28 at 10.15 Off Rec, King st, Newcastle under 
Lyme 

SivwEtt, Henry, Ilkeston, Derbys, — March 28 at 
12.30 Off Rec, 40, St Mary’s gate, Der 

“Kent, Builder 


Ernest Epw arD, Gillingham, 
March 30 at 4 115, High st, Rochester 

Suita, J J, West Kensington, Builder March £9 at 12 

Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


rmingham, Commercial 
174, Corporation st, 


| 
Suitn, Samvet Freperick, Leeds, Joiner March 29 at 11 
eds 


Off Rec, 22, Park row, I 

Taytor, Hanotp Arrnavcr, Chorlton cum Hardy, nr 
Manchester, Cycle Company Manager March 30 at 2 30 
Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Watt, James, Cheltenham, Builder March 28 at 4 
County Court bldgs, Cheltenham 

Wass, Joszravs, Coatville, Leicesters, Joiner March 28 at 
12 Off Rec, 40, St Mary’s gate, Derby 

Wess, Cuaries, Kensington, Horse Dealer March 29 at 
2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


| WaireHeAp, Frev, Oldham, Clerk March 29 at 3 Off 


ec, chmbrs, Queen st, Oldham 


| Wirsox, Joux, Wath upon Dearne, Tailor March 28 at 2 


Off Ree, Figtree lane, Sheffield 


| Weicut, Jouy, Alfreton, Derbys, Clothier March 28 at 4 


Off Ree, 40, St Mary’s gate, Derby 


ADJUDICATIONS, 


Aptis, Epwarp, Corfe Castle, Dorset, Baker Poole Pet 
Feb 24 Ord March 17 

Bevan, Cuastes Wester, and Joux Wituian Bevay, 

Swansea, Ironmongers Swansea Pet March16 Ord 

March 16 

sx, Joun James, Little Pulteney st, Leicester rq, 

Licensed Victualler High Court Pet Feb 9 Ord 

March 17 

Bivss, Josern Picxvies, Luddenden, nr =e, Engineer 
Halifax Pet March 15 Ord March 

Bixss, ENRY GREENWOOD, Beatin nr Halifax, 
7 Halifax PetMarch 15 Ord March 15 

Bro Watter, Salford, Analytical Chemist Salford 
Pet March 8 Ord March 17 

Berpetr, Joux, Maidenhead, Nurseryman Windsor 
Pet March 15 Ord March 1 

Cuapmay, Rosert, Gt Welnctham, Suffolk, Sub-Postmas‘ter 
Bury St Edmunds Pet March 16 Ord March 16 

Cocunis, Aueustvs CuasLtes Tropor, et Generel 
Dealer Cardiff Pet March 16 Ord March 

Core, Samver, Green lanes, Newin; = mda Builder 
Edmonton Pet March17 Ord March 17 

Cotiyer, Frepericx, Woolwich, Licensed Lighterman 
Greenwich Pet March 15 Ord March 16 

Cr Epear Joseru, Thornton, nr Bradford Leeds 


Bev 


Pet ‘March 3 Ord March 16 

Ceawroep, WittiaM Ramsey, Sater _— Staffs, Actor 

Dudley Pet March 17 Ord March 

Ditwos .aeEm, Croydon, Builder oe Be Pet Jan7 O:d 

March 16 

Drake, Joseru, Doncaster, Yorks, Draper Sheffield Pet 

‘March 16 Ord March 16 

ARBROTHER, ALFRED, eae, Kent Canterbury Pet 
Mare hié Ord March 1 

Fe.THam, James, Holyhead, ‘Sue Bangor Pet March 
5 Ord March 1 

Feverzy, Tuomas , Wepionmen South- 
empton Pet Mareh 17 Ord March 1 

FP us, Frepeeicx, Deptford, oe Greenwich Pet 
Feb 17 Ord March 17 

Gan Josuua Hami.tos, Seetietont, Yorks, Miller 
"Wakefield Pet Feb 2i Ord Marc’ 

Hariaxo, Janes Eowann, Bradford, , Bradford 

Pet March 15 Ord March 15 


oppixoTT, Jaux, Woolston, Sowpemoten, Shoemaker 
"Southampton Pet Feb28 Ord March 
Horcnissox, Rovent Horwoop Peacy, Rugby, 
Comtnission Agent High Court Pet 
March 17 
Hycssv, Janus, anpachey, Manchester Manchester Pet 
Feb @& Ord March 1 
Jewett, KaTHenine, dl % Clare Market High Cout 
Pt Jan® Ord "March 
Avexasven Mac 4 som, Manor Park, 
Suilde r High Court Pet March 13 


Ord March 17 
Witssam Tadcaster, Vet 
March 16 Ord Match 14j 


Lez. Yorks, Farmer York 

Maco Janus Cuantes, Newhaven, Sus:ex, Prioter 
astbourne Pet Feb 24 Ord March 17 

Miscnesst, Henount, Harrogate, Boot Maker York Pet 
Mare hi 18 Ord March 15 

Mitcursir, Noan, Begent st, ~~ 7 Belt Maker High 
Court’ Pet Feb 3 Ord March 1 

Pic, Gronoe Jowern, Sieuslagbens, Builder Birmingham 
Pet March 16 Ord March 18 

Peano, Wixtunor Mack WORTH, Blandford, Dorset, Whole- 
vale pages Dorchester Vet ¥eb 24 Ord March 17 

Fuice, Joun, Anton, Birmingham, Builder Birminghgm 

Pet March 4 Ord March 14 

s, Wititem Gronce Janun, 

Pett Yeb7 Ord March 1 


Leicesters, 
ov 14 Ord 


Kissex, 


( , Oxford, 


ovis 


Tobacconist 
On - na 





Satem, Murap Isaac, oe Manchester Manchester 
Pet Jan19 Ord March 15 

Savi, FREDERICK  enting Birmingham, Commercial 
Traveller Birmingham Pet Feb 28 Ord March 18 

Scumipt. Heinricu, Berwick st, Soho, Draper High Court 
Pet March 2 Ord March 17 

SHackieTon, Bexron, and Water Hatt Jones, Bradford, 

gineera Bradford Pet March 14 Ord March 17 

Snaw, yom Burton on Trent, Labo 
Trent Pet March 17 Ord March 17 

Sp a ~ to we s, Samy Devon Plymouth Pet March 17 

ch 17 

Taxtor, cee Arruur, Chorlton cum Hardy, nr Man- 

Cycle Company’s Manager Salford Pet Feb 
March 17 - 

Urat, Lewis, and tee Ura, Hoxtoa High Court 
Pet Feb 10 Ord March 17 

Warsos, Witit1am Farnect, South Moreton, Berks, Tutor 
Oxford Pet March4 Ord March 13 

Weexs, George Yeares, Bristol, Baker Bristol Pet 
March 6 Ord March 17 

Witxixson, Tuomas Henry, Leicester, Painter Leicester 
Pet March 16 Ord March 16 : 

Witirams, Henry Howazp, Carmarthen, Licented Vic- 
tualler Carmarthen Pet March 10 Ord March 14 

Woopatt Taromas, Castleford, Yorks. Fruiterer Wake- 
field Pet March17 Ord ch 17 

Yo.t, Henry, ~ pond Seas Farmer 
March 16 Ord M 

ADJUDICATION ANNULLED, 

Wrenx, Horace Encar, Alton, Hants, Fancy Bazaar 

sea eed Winchester Adjud Feb 16, 1899 Anoul 


ESSRS. INDERMAUR & THWAITES 
(Editors of the ‘‘ Law op pad Journal,” &c. » &e.), : 
22, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. continue to read with 
Students both i — Claas and Privately and through the Poet 
for the Solicitors’ Final and Intermediate Examinations 
and for the Bar Final. Particulars personally or by letter. 
Norse.—Pupils have the use of a set of rooms and the 
library at 22, ay for study during the day. 
Classes can now for April and 
Solicitors’ Examinations oak foe Easter Bar Final. 


TERMINABLE DEBENTURES. 


NATIONAL MORTGAGE AND AGENCY 
COMPANY OF NEW ZEALAND, LIMITED, 


Chairman - - - H. 7: cae Esq. 
CAPITAL £1,000,000. 
Called Up, £200,000. Uncalled, £800,000. 


The Company receives ened on Debentures for five or 
seven years. Interest payable half-yearly by coupons 
attached to the Bonds. 

By the Articles of Association the issue of Debentures 
is restricted to the amount of the uncalled capital, and 
they are secured by a Trust Deed, establishing a prefer- 
ential charge thereon for the holders. 

Prospectuses and full information as to the rates of 
interest may be obtained from the Manager, 8, Great 
Winchester-street, London, E.C. Si. soos 


GENERAL REVERSIONARY AN D 
INVESTMENT COMPANY, Limirzp, 
No. 26, PALL MALL, LONDON, 8.W. 
[Removed from 5, Whitehall.) 
Established 1836. 
Share and Debenture Capital - - £639,600. 


Reversions Purchased on favourable terms. Loans on 
Reversions made either at annual interest or for deferred 
charges. Policies Purchased. 

D. A. BUMSTED, F.I.A., Actuary and Secretary. 


LONSDALE PRINTING WORKS, 


LONSDALE BUILDINGS, 27, CHANCERY LANE. 


ALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 
LAW and PARLIAMENTARY PRINTERS. 


Parwramentary Bipss, Minvres or Evivence, Books ar 
Reverence, Starements oy Ciaim, Answens, &c., &c. 


BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES 


NEBWSPAPERSB. 
And all General and Commercial Work. 


Every description of Printing—large or small. 


urer Burton on 


Plymouth Tet 





une 








Printers of THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL 
and WEEKLY REPORTER. 


27, CHANCERY LANE, W.0. 


EDE AND SON, 
ROBE MAKERS. 





BY SPECIAL APPOINTME) 
To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, ‘ee Whole of ths 
Judicial Bench, Corporftion of London, &c. 
BOBES FOR QUBEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
erks, and Olerke of the Peace, 
Corporation Robes University and Olergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
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